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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this causal comparative quantitative study was to examine relationships
between types of crises, perceptions of instructional leadership practices, and length of service as
principal. Data from a purposive sampling using the Instructional Leadership, Job Satisfaction,
and Retention Survey (ILJSRS) were collected from principals in one district and analyzed to
assess the impact crises played on their perceptions of instructional leadership practices and their
retention. Independent variables included demographics, type of crisis (weather, violence,
health), and principal retention. The dependent variable was perception scores on the ILJSRS.
Statistical analyses included the General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors (OLS
regressions). The study found partial findings related to the impact that crises and experience
have on the perceptions of instructional leadership practices for principals and assistant
principals. Information from these findings could aid district leaders in minimizing the impacts
crises have on retention by supporting principals with instructional leadership practices.
Implications for policy and practice will be included for one district.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study
The field of education has struggled to recruit and retain administrators (Levin et al.,
2019). This reality has impacted school leaders on both local and national levels in every aspect
of their jobs (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). Prior to the global pandemic, comprehensive research in
the field indicated that principal retention and turnover in the position was an ongoing concern
(Paufler, 2020) and recent studies stated that just a third of school principals remained in their
positions for more than two years (Levin & Bradley, 2019). This astounding statistic provides
researchers an area of study to assist the profession in correcting course by examining the causes
of this reality. The recruitment and retention of school principals deserves to be studied more
deeply.
Leadership at the school level continues to be impacted by disruptive events such as
significant weather, acts of school violence, political unrest - and most recently - the world-wide
COVID-19 pandemic (Reyes-Guerra et al., 2021). As schools closed, there was a drastic increase
in instructional inequities for students who were most at risk for social emotional issues. These
students, who were also the most susceptible to unrecoverable learning loss, moved to the heart
of school principals’ growing lists of responsibilities. Conditions such as these have impacted
school leaders in ways that have yet to be studied. In addition to the responsibility to the
students, school principals must continue to learn to provide assistance to staff during potentially
life-threatening health and safety issues, implement multiple models of instruction, and work to
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maintain an evolving culture that is both proactive and positive in the face of adversity (ReyesGuerra et al., 2021).
The potential for increased losses in school leadership to the profession as we exit the
pandemic will have lasting effects. A reduction of teacher candidates entering the field will
produce less teacher leaders, limiting principal candidate selection. This trend will ultimately
impact students, who will be served by a system in need of highly trained personnel who are
skilled in meeting their changing needs (The New Teacher Project, 2018). The profession’s
response to these needs will ultimately produce a system where we either make gains in student
performance or continue to slide backwards in world standings (Tucker & Ruzzi, 2016). It is,
therefore, a moral imperative of the profession to embrace change by addressing the concerns in
real time.
This study sought to examine how leadership during a crisis impacted principal
perceptions of instructional leadership at the school level in a variety of settings. The long-term
goal of this research was to add to the body of literature around crisis management and
leadership in schools while also examining instructional leadership best practices to increase the
retention of school leaders.

Conceptual Framework
Instructional leadership has been thoroughly documented in educational research over the
last three decades (Hattie, 2009; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Leithwood, 1994; Fullan, 1993). The
concept of installing the principal as a school’s instructional leader was first utilized with the
effective school’s movement that emerged in the United States in the early 1980s. This idea of
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instructional leadership paid particular attention to targeting a principal’s impact on a variety of
school functions (Brookover et al., 1982). These functions included strategic visioning,
professional development, observational feedback, student performance initiatives, and the
interpersonal relationship skills required to establish a culture of excellence (Tucker & Ruzzi,
2016).
The culminating results of research in this area noted that a principal was critical to the
success of a child’s learning, especially in poverty-stricken urban schools. These also happened
to be the types of schools which experienced the highest levels of environmental disruption.
Increasing reliance on school accountability measures and legislation attempting to determine the
effectiveness of schools and systems has influenced the necessity of ongoing studies in the field
of instructional leadership (Campbell et al., 2019).
However, conceptualizing and measuring instructional leadership has presented
difficulties in accurately and holistically assessing the instructional leadership value of school
principals and its effect on schools (Heck et al., 1990). In the 1980s, a group of researchers set
out to conceptualize instructional leadership by developing a multidimensional, theoretical
representation. This concept focused on the activities school leaders engaged in, the functions of
their position, and the processes they utilized and how they all intersected with one another at
varying degrees with varying demands for attention (Murphy et al., 2013). These three
organizational variables worked in concert to define the larger, all-inclusive aspects of
instructional leadership.
The functions of instructional leadership, as being composed of 10 key components, were
described in Murphy’s model (Murphy et al., 2016).
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First, instructional leadership begins with a clearly established school mission and vision
by identifying and communicating school-wide goals and objectives. These goals and objectives
include, developing and promoting high expectations; developments and use of standards;
monitoring and assessing student performance; and protecting instructional time (Murphy et al.,
2013). In addition, instructional leaders must have a rich knowledge of the curriculum and
instruction as they are crucial in ensuring continuity of the curriculum, promoting, and
supporting instructional improvement efforts, actively engaging in supervision and evaluation
practices, and creating a productive work environment (Murphy et. al, 1982; Marks & Printy,
2003).
Second, the model identifies the processes that instructional leaders create in their school
environments. It is within these processes, that the instructional leaders develop their expertise
and effectiveness. These interdependent processes create a pathway for the leader to facilitate the
functions of the role of principal which are shown to promote student achievement. Murphy’s
framework identifies six variables: communication, conflict management, decision-making,
group dynamics, change processes, and environmental interaction (Murphy et al., 2013). These
are the ways in which Murphy’s model is broken into subgroups. These are the factors that
impact instructional leadership from a systems level. The last function listed, environmental
interaction, speaks heavily to the challenges faced by leaders today as there is a constant friction
between balancing the responsibilities of the role while also buffering the instructional program
against the pressures of the central office and the forces within the community.
The third component in the conceptual framework model for instructional leadership is
school leadership activities. The theory posits that the most effective school principals engage in
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instructional leadership that begins with the formulation of policies around leadership function.
These policies inform the development of practices, which are then reinforced by school
principals modeling consistent behavior (Murphy et.al., 1982).
Additionally, this framework works on the assumption that the behavior of teachers in the
classroom, “can be influenced directly through clinical supervision and indirectly by developing
school-level policies and enforcement practices that require teachers to perform certain tasks”
(Bossert, et. al., 1981, as cited in Hallinger, & Murphy, 1985, p.257). It is through these actions
that principals can create an environment where teachers feel empowered, respected, supported,
and included in the work.
Strong instructional leadership developed around these components leads to improved
outcomes for the entire school system (Marks & Printy, 2003). The concept of instructional
leadership illustrates the interdependence of instructional leadership practices and
transformational leadership approaches (Hallinger & Walker, 2017). Just as Murphy’s
instructional leadership model suggests, it is this work around school culture and student success
that is so critical in the work of our nation’s school systems (TNTP, 2018).

Problem Statement
The role of school principal is an ever-evolving position affected by disruptive
environments that are influenced by a multitude of circumstances beyond the leader’s locus of
control. These environments can result from cultural and political factors like equity, race
relations, or political affiliation; natural phenomena, such as weather or health conditions; and
lastly, increasing incidents of violence on campuses (Anderson et al., 2020).
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Most recently, the COVID-19 pandemic disrupted the school leaders’ daily practice in
ways that have not yet fully been studied. As a result of the pandemic, school principals have
been prioritizing their daily efforts in ways different from pre-pandemic times (Reyes-Guerra et
al., 2021). The increase in non-instructional demands in the workplace has diverted attention
from the instructional objectives necessary for a leader to be deemed highly effective. This
operational shift in the prioritization of daily practices will require not only a reorganization of
schools and schooling, but also an adaptation to how teaching and learning is supported and
developed (Harris & Jones, 2020).
Research from groups like Rand, the National Center on Education and the Economy, the
Learning Policy Institute, and the Wallace Foundation, indicates that instructional leadership is
the key to dramatically improving the education of students in the United States (Steiner & Woo,
2021; Jensen et.al, 2017; Sutcher et.al., 2017; and Manna, 2021). Although the approach of each
report differs, the unifying theme presents that principal leadership plays an integral and
deepening role in student achievement.
The critical importance of strong principal leadership has been prominently linked to the
limited success of schools serving large numbers of underserved and/or marginalized students
who struggle to meet academic expectations (Levin et al., 2019). Principals as caregivers are
forced to address the critical incidents at hand, and this adjustment may or may not appropriately
address the needs of their student population (Anderson et.al, 2020). All students are impacted
by disruptive environments; however, minority students struggle the most academically due to
the gaps in opportunity to learn at all levels. School leaders create school cultures that can
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eliminate the existence of these gaps by creating pathways to programs of achievement with
supports to ensure success.
Schools across the United States have struggled to retain both teachers and leaders,
leading to a decrease in student performance. School accountability measures, value-added
evaluations, and increasing demands are adding to job dissatisfaction for both teachers and
leaders (Levin et al., 2019). This growing dissatisfaction must be examined in addressing the
alarming increase of professionals exiting the field.

Purpose of the Study
The demands of disruptive school environments hinder the ability of principals to ensure
high-quality teaching and learning is in place for all students. This study utilized a quantitative
instrument to examine the impact disruptive crises play on school leader perceptions of
instructional leadership practices. Studying perceptions from school administrators from a large
Central Florida School District, statistical analyses were conducted using General Linear
Regressions (OLS) with Robust Standard Errors.
The independent variables studied were the type of crisis (weather, violence, health, and
political influences) and length of service in the role. The dependent variables measured were the
perceptions of instructional leadership practices collected from a survey taken by school leaders
in the participating district.
These data required corresponding statistical measures for each research question. The
variables specifically listed within the study, as well as some other variables not specifically
listed, provided valuable information for future studies on this topic. Principal gender,
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geographic school location, principal level of education, school socioeconomic status, and school
level of service are influential factors worth further investigation. The null hypothesis in each
question is the absence of influence of the variables on one another.

Significance of the Study
This research study deepened the understanding of how the role of school leader is
adapting to rapidly changing environments; environments that have a significant impact on
learner outcomes over time. Developing an understanding of the influences of crisis management
on instructional leadership practices will aide in developing protocols and procedures to
effectively and efficiently handle major crises in the school setting. By analyzing survey data
with a focus on instructional leadership, job satisfaction, and retention intentions, school districts
will be able to strategically address the needs of their leaders and create leadership support
systems to positively impact teaching and learning at all levels.
Quantifiable use of the instructional leadership model developed by Murphy is an
applicable method to improve systems in education (Sternin, 2000). Therefore, the collected data
can be used to advance education reform on local and national levels.

Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, it is important to establish the operational definitions for
terms used within the scope and context of the investigation.
● Major Crisis- this refers to any event that has caused a significant disruption to the
overall school’s function. (Bundy et al., 2016)
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● Principal- The primary school-level leader responsible for the overall function of the
school on a daily basis. This may also be referred to as administrator, building leader, and
school leader (Crow et al., 2017).
● Instructional leadership (and instructional leadership practices)- the management of
teaching and learning within a school setting. This includes allocation of resources,
curriculum, evaluation, and employee management practices (Crow et al., 2017).
● TNTP- The New Teacher Project, an organization founded by educators in 1997 for the
purpose of improving instructional learning systems nationwide.
● Insight Survey- The culture and climate survey developed by TNTP for use in school
districts across the United States.
● NCLB- No Child Left Behind, the landmark legislation bringing in school accountability
measures tied to student performance.
● RTTP- Race to the Top, the federal legislation replacing NCLB, and tying employee
performance to student outcomes.
● ESSA- Every Student Succeeds Act, a reauthorization of ESEA with a more direct
approach to monitoring sub-groups of students to insure progress on assessments.
● Crisis Management- the process by which a business or other organization deals with a
sudden emergency (Bundy et al., 2016).
● Length of Service- means the total of all periods of time during which an Employee has
been in active service, including periods of time when the worker was on leave (Ramlall,
2004).
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● Job dissatisfaction- a feeling of fulfillment or enjoyment that a person derives from their
job (Ramlall, 2004).
● Burn-out - is a syndrome conceptualized as resulting from chronic workplace stress that
has not been successfully managed. It is characterized by three dimensions: feelings of
energy depletion or exhaustion; increased mental distance from one's job, or feelings of
negativism or cynicism related to one's job (Ramlall, 2004).
● Learning Policy Institute- Nonprofit and nonpartisan, the Institute connects policymakers
and stakeholders at the local, state, and federal levels with the evidence, ideas, and
actions needed to strengthen the education system from preschool through college and
career readiness.
● Retention- Employee retention refers to the ability of an organization to retain its
employees (Ramlall, 2004).

Research Questions
The aim of this study was to compare how major school crises, such as hurricanes,
shootings, political unrest, and the COVID-19 pandemic, have impacted school principal
perceptions of instructional leadership practices. Moreover, how do the perceptions of
instructional leadership practices change with principal length of service and type of crisis?
Questionnaire data was gathered to address three critical questions and their null hypotheses,
illustrating the relationship or lack thereof, between crisis management and instructional
leadership practices in the principal role, and their impact on retention.
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1. To what extent does the variety of crises school principals and assistant principals
experience impact their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
2. To what extent does the school principals and assistant principals’ experience in
leadership roles influence their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
3. To what extent does the experience level of school principals and assistant principals in
school leadership modify the impact that experiencing crisis events have on their
perceptions of instructional leadership practices?

Limitations of the Study
In reviewing the purpose of the study (to determine if there is a significant relationship
between crisis management instructional leadership practices, and principal retention), it is
important to discuss the limitations involved. The limitations of this study are most notable in the
survey instrument and sample size of the participants. The analysis is reliant on the assumption
that self-reported results are accurate and truly reflective of the participants. The participant
group represents one large school district in Central Florida with Title I, Non-Title I, Virtual, and
Alternative, and Charter schools representing grades VPK-12.
It is also important to acknowledge that the survey instrument was not determined valid
and reliable as part of the process. As with any instrument, creator bias may impact the
instrument in ways not foreseen. With the self-perception category in the questionnaire, there
was room for interpretation by the participant. Analyses of these results will bear some bias on
the part of the researcher.
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Overall, the greatest limitations of this study - sample size and location - are also two of
the most significant factors for the results. Although the study will not produce a generalizable
result beyond the sample population of the school district, it supports existing trends in school
principal retention rates. The results can be utilized by departments to improve working
conditions, strengthen support for instructional leadership, and potentially impact school leader
job satisfaction and retention rates.

Delimitations of the Study
The scope of this study is organized around the relationship that crisis management and
instructional leadership play in determining the retention of school principals. This study is
delimited to public and charter school principals and assistant principals in one large Central
Florida school district. The data collected on each participant will not utilize any identifiable
information.

Summary
School principal leadership plays an indirect, yet crucial role in the overall success rate of
student achievement (Soehner & Ryan, 2011). The indirect effect of the actions of the school
principal are further multiplied when working in schools that serve underperforming students.
Principal attrition rates continue to increase impacting the systems that are needed to support
students, further adding to the disruptive environments caused by school crises such as the
COVID 19 pandemic. This study adds to the body of research around the instructional leadership
practices of principals, by highlighting the impacts disruptive school environments play in
principal retention. The negative impact on student achievement and the lack of succession
12

management planning emphasizes the importance of principal retention. (Cieminski, 2018). As
COVID 19 school closures end and learning loss for students is compiled, we must place
consideration on how the current accountability systems in place are adapting to these conditions
– both for policy and practice and with regard to job satisfaction and employee retention (Huber
& Helm, 2020).
Research in the area of principal retention indicates that nearly thirty-five percent of
school principals serving marginalized and underserved populations leave their schools within 3
years (Leaning Policy Institute, 2017). Additionally, school principal preparation programs
struggle to recruit highly qualified candidates amidst disruptive settings. (Grissom & Bartanen,
2019; Huber & Helm, 2020). While the results of the COVID 19 crisis, and other disrupted
school environments such as acts of violence and weather-related closures, remains to be seen,
the importance of strong instructional leadership has never been more important, both here in the
United States and abroad (Harris & Jones, 2020). The effects of events such as the COVID-19
pandemic have far-reaching and unknown consequences that this study aimed to uncover. The
adaptations necessary for the role of school principal will likely continue to be multidimensional.
Every school setting requires varied leadership approaches to support individualized community
needs.
Leadership development is critical to the overall support system provided to the role of
school principal. Through this work, districts have an opportunity to apply a lens to view the
working conditions for their school leaders and potentially make improvements.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
School principals have an enormous set of requirements to fill in leading schools under
their charge. A school principal implements policies and procedures in instruction, facilities,
budget, student safety, community involvement, and everything in between. It is no wonder why
they describe their roles as both challenging and rewarding, even in times of great disruption.
There is no other school system leadership position outside that of school principal that plays
such an integral role in providing a quality education to its students (Leithwood, 2018). This
comprehensive review of the literature begins with establishing an understanding of the
instructional leader’s impact on school culture, then moves into how major crises impact schools
in various ways, and lastly how do disruptive crisis impact the principal’s ability to engage in
instructional leadership.
This literature review provides a rationale for the need to investigate the intersection of
instructional leadership, crisis management and retention of school principals. This review of the
literature supports three research questions about the significance of crisis leadership,
perceptions of instructional leadership practices, and retention in the field. As such, this review
will synthesize the information regarding these three components by examining the influence
crisis management plays in the instructional leadership practices of principals and how this may
or may not impact retention.
The following topics are reviewed in the literature to create a framework of
understanding about instructional leadership, crisis management, and principal retention: (1)
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instructional leadership and the impact on school culture, (2) crisis management and the effects
on school organizations, and (3) school principal perceptions of instructional leadership during
major school crises. The combination of these three topics and the basis of this investigation is
centered around the multi-faceted domain of instructional leadership and its foundation in
successful schools which began with the work of Ronald Edmonds in the 1970s.
Researching the topics represented in this literature review began with interest in
instructional leadership capacity and the completion of coursework during the researcher’s
doctoral study for the development of a research proposal. This review of the literature provides
a synthesis of peer-reviewed articles, dissertations, scholarly reports, research-based books, and
publications from scholarly organizations in this literature review. This information was gathered
using the university approved databases including Education Resources Information Center
(ERIC), PsycInfo (Psychological Abstracts), ProQuest Education Journal, as well as the database
for doctoral dissertations, STARS (Showcase of Text, Archives, Research & Scholarship).
Additionally, the researcher reviewed the references of selected studies to identify additional
sources of information not identified in previous searches. Public search engines such as Google
Scholar and Springer Link provided the researcher with information that was useful as well.
Finally, the researcher reviewed references of significant studies to investigate literature not
discovered through the primary searches.
The Researcher constructed an outline to frame the review of literature and organize the
three main components being studied: instructional leadership, crisis management, and principal
retention. After creating the framework of thinking, the researcher utilized the outline to ensure a
significant amount of research was available for each topic and subtopic. This organizational
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construct allowed the researcher to work through gaps in the research and address the needs of
the study thus creating a conceptual basis and rationale from which to work.
This chapter is divided into three main sections, with each section further divided into
subtopics. Section number one discusses the impact that instructional leadership practices play in
the development of school culture. Specifically, the research shows how this method of
leadership is used to develop a system that supports high-quality teaching and learning. This
concept then connects to the next subtopic on principal leadership and student achievement,
followed by principal retention and turnover. The researcher will show the connection between
the demands of being an instructional leader and how this affects longevity in the role.
Section number two is focused on leadership during a major crisis and the effects crisis
management has on school organizations. The literature review defines crisis management,
discusses the types of major crises that disrupt school environments, and reviews strategies for
handling crises in school settings. Lastly this section of the review discusses the relationship
between disrupted environments, such as school closings, and the impact this has on student
achievement.
The third section of this literature review is centered on how principals perceive their
instructional leadership effectiveness during a major crisis. The first subtopic addresses
balancing the priorities of school safety with school purpose. Next, the review identifies how
leaders can sustain their instructional leadership practices through strong support for teaching
and learning. Lastly, the literature review concludes with the connection between school
accountability systems and teacher recruitment and retention. This draws upon the idea that
leaders build teachers and teachers become leaders, one simply cannot exist without the other.
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Instructional Leadership and the Impact on School Culture
The concept of instructional leadership is firmly grounded in the educational literature of
the last 30 years. The effective schools movement identified a leader’s role in strategic visioning,
professional development, observational feedback, student performance initiatives and the
interpersonal relationship skills to establish a culture of excellence (Tucker & Ruzzi, 2016).
Interest in this area began with the institutionalization of the term instructional leadership and the
accountability movement rising out of a series of national reports and policies including A
Nation At Risk, No Child Left Behind, Race to the Top and most recently, the Every Student
Succeeds Act. The increased accountability measures of each subsequent policy placed a greater
emphasis on the role of the school principal. The impacts on student achievement led to a deep
body of research on the effects of leadership on school culture and climate (Campbell et al.,
2019). The school leader is integral to the success of any school, no doubt.
A school principal’s role requires a balance between instructional leadership, facilitiesmanagement, talent development, and community relations in a trusting, equity-focused
environment (Dufour & Marzano, 2011). This delicate balance of roles and responsibilities is
difficult to maintain in times of crisis. In 2019, a study conducted in New South Wales,
Australia, by researchers Campbell, Boyd, and Shipway found, “The principal’s role is to be
supportive… constantly having those conversations about where we are and where we want to
go…working shoulder to shoulder with the teachers in the school” (p.270). This collaborative
pedagogical approach is not one that can be separated from the profound impact the leader has
on the entire function of the system, both academically and culturally (Campbell et al., 2019).
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Educational researchers have continued to make clear connections documenting the
positive relationship between instructional leadership practices and a healthy school culture and
climate (Leithwood & Sun, 2018). Additionally, high performing school leaders who remain
focused on instructional leadership practices create sustainable systems to support high achieving
students (Marzano, Warrick, Rains, & Dufour, 2018). School leadership and organizational
factors, such as school culture and climate, require an examination of possible associations with
teacher outcomes (Brackett et al., 2010; Gligorovic et al., 2016: Hosford and O’Sullivan, 2016;
Shen et al., 2012). The indirect connection between instructional leadership and school culture
leads to a discussion on systems that support high-quality teaching and learning.
However, the unintended consequences of such policies have also played a part in the
declining interest and/or longevity in the profession at the teacher and leader level (Grisson &
Bartanen, 2019). Such examples include position burn-out, increased stress levels leading to
career changes, and an over-emphasis on accountability measures. Principals are responsible for
ensuring student success and sustaining an environment where teachers feel empowered,
respected, supported, and included in the decision-making processes of the organization
(Campbell et al., 2019). When teachers do not feel these needs are being addressed, they leave
the field regardless of their experience and effectiveness levels (Capelluti & Nye, 2004). The
declining population of teachers directly impacts the availability of future leaders creating a void
that is difficult for the system to fulfill (Lavigne, 2014). This void impacts students in the form
of the opportunity to receive high quality instruction consistently throughout their school career
(TNTP, 2018).
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System Development to Support High-Quality Teaching and Learning
High-quality teaching and learning are sustainable in a system that is supportive and
intentional (Darling-Hammond, 2011). Strong instructional leaders spend a majority of their time
engaged in work that involves setting academic goals, developing high-quality curricula,
monitoring, and assessing the effectiveness of teacher’s instructional practice, and providing
opportunities to improve practice (Marks & Printy, 2003). It is within these systems that “highlyqualified teachers who can teach the advanced skills needed in a globalized and deindustrialized
economy” can be sustained (Tucker, 2015, p.2).
A constructivist understanding of the concept of instructional leadership tells us that it is
virtually impossible to separate the instructional leadership capacity of a principal from the
transformational leadership approaches necessary to create a culture that embeds the integral
components of a highly effective educational system (Hallinger & Walker, 2017). The work of
school principals is strongly connected to their interactions within their assigned system, and this
requires the principal to be aware of the effects of their decisions between all stakeholder groups.
Principals serve as transformational leaders with a focus on instructional accountability,
therefore, developing a strong culture around the work to establish an environment focused on
student success is paramount to our nation’s school systems (TNTP, 2018).
The position of school principal is directly and indirectly responsible for the achievement
of the students they serve (Hallinger & Walker, 2017). This includes developing a system that is
focused on teaching and learning with close attention to expected outcomes. For example, school
principals are directly responsible for the organization of the school environment with regards to
a focus on achievement, student expectations, and the human resource capital of their facility.
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Indirectly, the meaningful and equitable policies they work towards through the relationships
with their stakeholders have an indirect impact on achievement. When these relationships prompt
self-efficacy positively, student achievement rises (Soehner & Ryan, 2011 p. 275). Broad
consensus among policymakers, educators, and researchers sheds light on the connection
between student performance and teacher effectiveness. Addressing this connection begins with
the establishment of a system of support for high-quality teaching and learning. Continued
underperformance of U.S. students on benchmarking exams such as the PISA, have caused
policymakers to seek answers and deliver solutions to rectify their performance (McMahon et al.,
2015).
Addressing such concerns begins with identifying how the system supports the
pedagogical development of teachers in every stage of their careers, preparation, retention,
quality, and progression (McMahon et al., 2015). Both international and national systems that
support high quality teaching and learning have instructional leaders focused on a culture of
development. This pivotal relationship is a major point in virtually all policy agenda for
education concerns. This research highlights that when the organization rigorously selects the
right people, and those people are provided an opportunity to become teachers in a system that is
supportive and competitive; then students flourish (McMahon et al., 2015).
Darling-Hammond and Sykes (2003) indicate that most schools in economically
disadvantaged areas in the U.S. employ teachers who are underprepared to serve the needs of
their students (Morgan, 2012). It is the school leader’s responsibility to develop systems to
support and assist in the development of the teacher in such cases. This includes addressing the
working conditions evident in the school culture, through an approach that involves developing
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practices to uplift student achievement in a rigorous, yet caring environment, that holds all
stakeholders accountable for success. Additionally, underperforming schools need intervention,
acceleration, and enrichment that is proven to work with their specific needs. This means that
program and curriculum selection, as well as methods of implementation, is critical and must be
proven effective with disadvantaged youth (Morgan, 2012). Without addressing the needs of the
students in a culturally responsive manner, their learning will not result in higher levels of
achievement (Whitaker, 2022).
These systems should look to learn from the successes of other high performing systems
both here in the U.S. and abroad. Such strategies include leadership development, teacher
mentoring, peer to peer observation, increasing teacher candidacy expectations, and lastly,
addressing a reluctance from administrators to address poor teaching and learning outcomes
(Thomas et al., 2010). The connection between the system of supports and school principal
leadership is directly linked to student achievement. Successful, high performing systems of
education reduce inequities in the following ways: schools are funded adequately and equitably;
teaching is organized around national standards and core curriculum; tracking students by exam
performance was eliminated; they utilize assessments that require application of deep
understanding through high-order thinking skills; make national level investments in teacher
preparation; they have a competitive and equitable salary schedule; they support and expect
continuous learning for teachers; and they engage in continuous improvement and reform under
the leadership highly-effective school principals (Darling-Hammond, 2011; Tucker & Ruzzi,
2016) . When school principals are able to shift the focus from achievement gap or deficit
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thinking models to opportunity gap or growth expectation models, then we can make gains as a
system (TNTP, 2018).

Student Achievement and Principal Leadership
Instructional leadership plays an integral role in student achievement (Wu et al., 2020). A
vast amount of research has been conducted in the areas outlining the disparities in school
systems across the country (Darling-Hammond, 2011). When analyzing equity in practices and
policies from other high-performing countries it is evident that principal leadership is an integral
component to sustaining a system of high achievement for students (Tucker & Ruzzi, 2016).
Recent data analyses show that there are significant inequities for disadvantaged students in
more than 20 states, including teacher qualification status, class size, adequate curriculum, access
to technology, adequate facilities, and access to appropriate course offerings (Darling-Hammond,
2011; Sebastian & Allensworth, 2019).
The complexities of determining the effects of school principal leadership on student
outcomes have produced indirect data in the forms of longitudinal growth charts and results in
rich, multi-layered evaluation systems, which differ between individual state and federal
requirements (Sebastian & Allensworth 2019). John Hattie’s work in the metanalysis, Visible
Learning, tells us that principals indirectly impact a variety of areas that are proven to increase
student achievement (Hattie, 2009). Additionally, research conducted after this seminal
metanalysis continues to report on the indirect effects of principal leadership on student
achievement. The influence of leadership qualities on the outcomes of teachers is a broad a
varied field of study, and the research points to the power of the principal to establish a climate
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where the teachers flourish, grows, and improves their practice continuously (Allen et al., 2015).
The positive effects of principal leadership behaviors on student outcomes are represented in
Table 1, and although the categories represent predominantly indirect effects, they do make an
impact on student achievement according to the research.
As seen in Table 1, there are many principal areas in which a school principal can
leverage their influence to have a positive impact on student achievement. The indirect effects
can be seen in the supported teacher behaviors in the classroom. As an instructional leader, it is
the school principal’s job to leverage their leadership in a way that promotes high quality
teaching and learning (Levin et al., 2019).

Principal Retention and Turnover
Research tells us that schools suffer when effective principals leave the organization. In
addition, it also tells us that principal retention is directly connected to five quantifiable areas
including: working conditions, compensation, accountability, decision-making authority, and
professional learning (Levin et al., 2019). Research conducted by the National Association of
Secondary School Principals (NASSP) and the Learning Policy Institute (LPI), address the
factors that lead to principal mobility, development, and attrition, particularly in the United
States. In the newest research from NASSP and LPI, survey results indicate that nearly 42
percent of the participants were considering leaving their position, 32 percent of those principals
stated they would prefer to leave their school, and 19 percent reported that they wished to leave
the profession altogether (Levin et al., 2019). According to this study, this disruptive course of
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leadership creates instability in student performance over time. Additionally, the study concludes
that hard-to-staff schools have the greatest impact on principal longevity, retention, and attrition.
Working conditions are reported as the most important component in addressing principal
turnover. Students experiencing crisis and/ or trauma impact the entire school and divert
attention away from instructional leadership. According to the LPI, principals are increasingly
concerned with a lack of support personnel to effectively assist with the increase in the social and
emotional well-being of their students. In addition, principals planning to leave the field felt that
a general lack of support from districts exacerbated the decline in working conditions and lack of
support (Levin et al., 2019). Also adding to the issue, many school leaders feel as though they
are not compensated fairly for work, they must do daily. The burden of student loan debt
accumulated from principal preparation programs has led to many principals seeking
employment with higher compensation levels (Levin et al., 2019).
Roughly one third of principals planning to leave report that state accountability
measures influence their mobility decisions, and this includes a feeling of undue stress,
unconstructive evaluation processes, and an overall lack of trust in the accuracy of collected
results (Levin et al., 2019). “Being a leader during these times is overwhelming at best. There are
relatively few opportunities to veer away from system oversight, and this is frustrating as we are
being led by others with no practical experience with leading during these times. I think daily
about leaving the field in pursuit of something that is less stressful. However, my conscience
stops me, because if we all leave, who is left to do the heavy lifting?” (Principal, Osceola
County, Florida 2022).
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Table 1
Direct and Indirect Effects of School Principal Behaviors on Student Achievement
Leadership Behavior

Effect Size

Principal Effectiveness

.36

Classroom Management

.52

Small Group Learning

.49

Persistence/Engagement

.48

Concept- Mapping

.57

Challenging Goals

.56

Classroom Cohesion

.53

Not labeling students

.61

Direct Instruction

.59

Mastery Learning

.58

Cooperative Learning

.59

Teacher-Student
Relationships

.72

Metacognitive Strategies

.69

Professional Development

.62

Teacher Clarity

.75

Formative Evaluation

.90

Classroom Behavioral

.80

Acceleration

.88

Definition

Domain

Leadership influences on student
achievement pg.83
Well-managed classroom, reduced
disruption pg. 102
Assigning a task to a group, with
group completion pg. 94-95
Actively participating in learning
pg.49
Developing graphic representation of
own learning pg. 168-169
Goals relative to the students’
competencies pg.164
Overall culture of commitment to
learning tasks and interpersonal
relationships pg.103
How teachers differentiate students’
abilities pg.124-125
Clear intentions, follows 7
components pg.204-205
Feedback loops to insure
performance pg.170-171
Cooperative opportunities vs.
individual learning pg.212-213
Building agency, efficacy, and
respect for and with the child
pg.118-119
Applying thinking about thinking in
context of learning pg.188-189
Teacher learning pg.119-121

School

Communicating the intent of lessons
clearly, organization, guided
examples pg.125-126
Formative effects of teaching on
results and next steps pg.181
Advance organizers and clear
constructs for the learner pg. 167168
Moving gifted and talented students
through curriculum at a faster rate
pg. 100-101

Teacher
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School
School
Student
Teaching
Teaching
School

Teacher
Teaching
Teaching
Teaching
Teacher

Teaching
Teacher

Teaching
School

School

Feelings of stress and frustration are also reported in many principals’ lack of opportunity
to exercise authority with regard to decision-making opportunities. Oversight, over-monitoring,
and micromanaging have been named as areas that cause administrators a great deal of
dissatisfaction in their roles (Levin et al., 2019). Of particular importance is that report that
principals felt they did not have the authority to make decisions about poorly performing
teachers which also indirectly impacts their effectiveness as an instructional leader (DarlingHammond & Sykes, 2003).
Lastly, professional development in the field is an obstacle many principals face and this
impacts their longevity in the position. The bulk of the professional development budget for a
school district directly impacts the classroom instructor. Even as leaders engage in pedagogical
learning, this does not necessarily prepare them for advancement in the field, nor does it prepare
them for leadership learning in fields beyond the school building. This prompts us to ask the
questions, if the school principal is such an important factor in determining the success of the
school (DuFour & Marzano, 2011), why are we not investing more time into leader development
and job satisfaction at all levels?
These five key findings lay out a map of solutions from the previous paragraph, that
when considered by school districts, can positively influence the field over time. Financial
compensation that addresses student loans and workload, accountability measures that are
accurate and trustworthy, increased decision-making authority including the ability to release
ineffective personnel, professional learning opportunities to increase personal capacity, and
addressing obstacles and opportunities related to working conditions can be addressed both
locally and nationally to provide some course correction in the field (Lemoine et al., 2020).
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To counteract the exodus of school principals, school boards scurry for high-caliber
candidates to fill the positions. Although the vacancies began with attrition due to age and
retirement in the 1990’s, it has been accelerated by poor working conditions, educational reform,
funding issues, and accountability measures to name a few (Lemoine et al., 2020). The principal
shortage is a real and present problem in today’s educational landscape. The complex nature of
the position requires candidates who have a multitude of experiences and rich understanding of
how to lead in the field (Lemoine et al., 2020). Therefore, understanding these complexities and
providing a pathway to balance is imperative in designing support structures for the role.
Research suggests the need for school districts to address the principal shortage through a
change in recruiting, developing, and retaining high functioning, innovative leaders in the role of
school principal (Lemoine et al., 2020). Research has been used to identify strategies to help with
the shortage. In addition, the exodus of leaders in the principalship role, the number of teachers
who pursue advanced degrees in leadership are not resulting in increased numbers of applicants
for the principal position (Hewettet al., 2011). This has led to the need for district development
of plans to recruit, retain and create leaders within their own networks (Cieminski, 2018). This
includes addressing the relatively small number of minority educators and leaders waiting for
and willing to enter administrative roles within schools (Lemoine et al., 2020). Therefore, school
districts must address planning for vacancies, develop models for attracting principals, and
growing your own programs, actively recruiting candidates, and employing selective succession
practices (Pilar, 2016). These efforts can be leveraged to create a more attractive view of the role
that is so critical to student achievement in a culture of excellence (Cieminski, 2018).
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Crisis Management and the Effects on School Organizations
As the primary leader in a school setting, the principal sets the tone for the culture
including how the organization will respond to a crisis (Johnathan & Mbogo, 2016). Leadership
during challenging times is nothing new for school principals, yet the rise in the severity and
frequency of disruptive events has prompted school leaders to utilize a skill set that is not
primarily focused on student performance outcomes. Moreover, the focus shifts to successfully
navigating the crisis whether it be a short or long-term event (Johnathan & Mbogo, 2016).
Crisis leadership in organizations that operate using a shared leadership model are often
more successful handling post-crises adaptations (Fernandez & Shaw, 2020). Working through a
crisis, large or small, requires leaders who are emotionally intelligent and stable, delegate tasks,
and can communicate clearly with all stakeholders in a timely manner (Fernandez & Shaw,
2020). Leaders who can proactively and reactively function in this manner are allostatic in nature
demonstrating the adaptive capacity to learn and evolve in a crisis, to emerge better able to
address future crises (Fernandez & Shaw, 2020).
Defining Crisis Management
To understand how school leadership is impacted by a crisis, it is important to define
crisis management. A dictionary search for the term, crisis management, gives a simple
definition stating that crisis management is the process by which an organization deals with a
disruptive and unexpected event that threatens to harm the organization or its stakeholders. It is
important to note that the educational institution and the crises that pass through it represent a
critical point, and it has caused some principals to lose the ability to contain them, deal with
them and make appropriate decisions towards them, which impedes the school in achieving its
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goals (Khudairi, 2003). Crisis management has impacted schools and school leadership in every
domain including instructional continuity, staff management, resource allocation, home-to school
relationships, and school safety.
The pivotal degree of innovation, agility, flexibility, and collaboration needed to navigate
a disruptive environment are unprecedented during times of great crisis, whether it be a natural
disaster, school violence, political unrest, or pandemic (Fernandez & Shaw, 2020). As a result of
recent research and on-going studies, some best practices have been uncovered. Particularly, in
how leaders craft an institutional response that fosters a culture of trust, collaboration, and shared
leadership to withstand the unknown results of the crisis regardless of its nature (Brown, 2018).
Major School Crises
Crises that impact schools and school systems require attention in ways that foster clear
communication with stakeholders and build upon a foundation of trust from the stakeholders. As
a result of research in crisis leadership, some best practices have been uncovered (Fernandez &
Shaw, 2020). Of particular importance is how leaders craft an institutional response that fosters a
culture of trust, collaboration, and shared leadership that can withstand the crisis (Potter et al.,
2021). Major school crises exist in a variety of forms including events involving school violence,
occurrences of natural disaster, times of political unrest, and health related issues, such as a
pandemic which cause school principals to draw on strategic, intentional, and empathetic skills
in their leadership repertoire (Brown, 2018). Schools and districts around the world help
communities stay connected through and around education and social services. When the
function of schools is disrupted, the community suffers in many ways (Lambiase & English,
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2021). Schools have been called upon to address education, home-based trauma, social and
health needs, natural disasters, and violence.
School-Safety Events
Violence on and around school campuses is unfortunately more commonplace in recent
decades. According to the National Institute of Justice Journal, “a review of widely used and
accepted data sources reveals that incidents of multiple-victim youth homicides in schools has
been increasing since 2009” (Frederique, 2020). This phenomenon has caused school districts to
lean on school principals in a manner much different than prior to these types of events (Brown,
2018). Challenges faced by school leaders include adaptive and responsive decision-making;
allocating and managing staff and volunteers; and most importantly assisting faculty, staff,
students, and parents in returning to a level of normalcy following an act of unexpected violence
(Curran et al., 2020).
Incidents of mass casualty on school campuses like the events at Marjory Stoneman
Douglass High School (2018), Sandy Hook Elementary (2012), and Columbine High School
(1999) are sources of great concern. Incidents of in-school violence across the U.S. have
prompted districts to enact legislation mandating the preparedness plans for schools and school
leaders. School Principals bear the bulk of the responsibility to create, update, and enact these
plans which leads to stress, anxiety and increased tension on the part of the principal (Paine,
2009). As school principals are working diligently to react and recover from such occurrences it
makes sense that their attention to instruction and achievement may experience interference as
they focus on the social-emotional well-being of their stakeholders (Curran et al., 2020). Acts of
violence shake every stakeholder to their core; the impact of the principal can alleviate some of
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the pressures or exacerbate them. This creates added pressure for the leader, when structured
supports and principal wellness are ignored, which ultimately interfere with their abilities to
maintain instructional momentum.
Natural disasters
Areas impacted by natural disasters have increased numbers of stakeholders navigating
the effects of trauma (Lambiase & English, 2021). With Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, or
PTSD, the school principal becomes the driving force behind the stages of recovery with a
trauma informed approach. Natural disasters, just like other crises, impact the organizational
structure and quality of programming for students. When examining the impact natural disasters
have on school systems, it becomes clear that a school or school system can use their position in
the community to leverage resources and serve as the catalyst for recovery beginning with the
leadership in place to redistribute these resources and regain normalcy within the damaged
community (Potter et al., 2021). In a case study focused on the recovery stages after a series of
tornadoes, researchers Lambiase and English (2021), focused their inquiry on two areas of the
principal’s leadership and management during a crisis; operations and communication during the
crisis and immediate building level responses to a critical situation, then in the aftermath of the
tornadoes the shift went to assessing needs, philanthropy, and community resources. Principal
action showcases a strategic approach to crisis response, from the immediate disaster to the longterm recovery effort, researchers explain how messaging, communication, and response from the
community, play an important role in re-establishing the importance of the school as a catalyst
for recovery (Potter et al., 2021). School leaders play an integral role at the school-level in
navigating a disruptive school environment to ensure a pathway to normalcy. However, in the
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review of the research, it is noted that schools and school systems must eliminate the barriers to
an instructional focus by acknowledging the need for significant emotional support for staff and
students (Carlson et al., 2010).
Turnaround policies are developed as a mechanism for ensuring continuous improvement
takes place in a way that promotes increased performance in schools. One Conducted around
Hurricane Katrina revealed that schools impacted by natural disasters required teachers and
leaders to make specific changes to their academic and social practices with and for students
(Alvarez, 2010). This change in practice can influence all stakeholders in profound and
unexpected ways, causing the school leader to experience a considerable amount of stress as they
try to adapt to the unknown new normal (Brown, 2018). The level of devastation and trauma
experienced in regions impacted by natural disasters such as floods, fires, hurricanes, and
earthquakes forces everyone at all levels to adjust. In particular, the roles that school principals
play in the reunification of community and school function amplifies the importance of effective
school leaders (Alvarez, 2010). Unpredictable living arrangements, job loss, and mobility are
factors that school principal preparation programs have not typically addressed (Potter et al.,
2021). Subsequently, because of recent studies, major crises, such as a natural disaster, have
been found to impact the stress levels and ability of school leaders to perform unmodified
instructional practice at high levels (Lambiase & English, 2021).
Pandemic and/or Health-Related Concerns
The Coronavirus and subsequent developments around COVID-19 have prompted
educators at every level to adapt. These adaptations include loss of learning; increased attention
to social emotional learning; technology initiatives with digital learning systems and connectivity
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issues; and being tasked with accelerating learning in a way that is both attainable and equitable.
The sense of urgency with which decisions were made will have far reaching effects to be
uncovered in research and review over time (Fernandez & Shaw, 2020). The COVID-19
Pandemic has played an instrumental role in the prioritized direction of school principals across
the nation, and it would stand to reason that with a myriad of new operational guidelines and
instructional settings, that principals are navigating schools in ways very different from prepandemic times (Reyes-Guerra et al., 2021). As the COVID-19 Pandemic continues to progress,
school principals have been faced with increased non-instructional demands in the workplace
which may divert their attention from necessary instructional objectives over time. As school and
schooling are reorganized, and teaching and learning adapts, so must principals and how they
lead for excellence in uncertain times (Harris & Jones, 2020).
The Principalship is a rich source of research with the many roles and responsibilities
bestowed up the position and this is ever so true during times of major disruption. During the
initial phases of the COVID-19 pandemic, Reyes-Guerra et al., conducted a study to capture the
leadership experiences of school principals from the closings in March of 2020 through the end
of the school year in June of 2020. The purpose behind this non-empirical, qualitative study was
to discover how principals engaged in decision-making practices to navigate the nature of a
compound-crisis. The candid responses of principals also show that more study is needed in what
long-range issues have arisen with the compound-crisis of the COVID-19 Pandemic. Crisis
leadership, transformative leadership, and social capital are forming the new foundational
approaches to leading during and after a world-wide pandemic.
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Civilian and/or Military Influences in Creating a Disruptive Environment
Although the United States is predominantly free from military action within our borders,
there is increasing political unrest and disruption related to systemic racism, equity, political
affiliation, acts of terrorism, gender equality, and police brutality stemming largely from media
reporting. These episodes can impact a school’s function and school principals are often left to
manage the struggles that arise. Although not much research is available directly connecting how
political unrest, or military involvement impacts the school setting, it is important to
acknowledge the potential of these things to create a disruptive environment (Merrow, 2004).
After the terror attacks on 9/11, researchers began exploring how schools could respond
to events (Brickman et al., 2004). John Merrow identified three components school principals
must address to manage the aftermath of a crisis of this nature. The first component, physical
safety, relates to addressing the immediate physical concerns of those impacted by the events.
The second component identified is the emotional well-being of all stakeholders, and this covers
the protocols in place to address the PTSD-like symptoms caused from a traumatic event. Lastly,
Merrow identified intellectual safety in a culture that is clear, consistent, and supportive.as the
third component. This specifically deals with the importance of re-establishing a safe learning
environment for students, families, and staff (Merrow, 2004). It is certain that even in
unprecedented times of societal unrest, regardless of the reason, students must still be served and
in ways that require adjustments; and it is here that the leader plays a powerful role in
establishing a culture of excellence (Bowman & Jallow, 2020).
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Crisis Management Strategies
Research provides guiding questions to develop understanding. Reyes-Guerra, MaslinOstrowski, Barakat, and Stefanovic, looked at these guiding questions in how to understand
principal responses to major school crises: “What were the challenges and complications of
leading during the initial phase of the compound-crisis from the perspective of principals? How
did principals respond? What were the emergent leadership practices?”
A school principal’s position is one of many dimensions. The emerging themes include
ahigh level of transparency in developing procedural protocols and stakeholder communication;
leading with flexibility, creativity, and care; and tapping into school strength. All these major
themes addressed the complex and varied context of each participant and their respective
facilities. These results further demonstrate that the human capital influences of the principal role
require a delicate balance of rule-bending and shifting of priorities that simultaneously address
self-care practices at every level (Reyes-Guerra et al., 2021).
To support these findings, principals understand that major school crises create traumatic
events and that other forms of child-hood trauma are amplified in the school setting for both
adults and children who have experienced the trauma (Anderson, 2016). This leads to a need for
principals to utilize trauma-sensitive approaches in their organizations, and this detracts from the
time usually spent on academic advancements and instructional development whether the trauma
be acute, chronic, or complex (Allen et al., 2020). Significant events such as natural disasters or
complex situations create a barrier to the instructional leadership needed to maintain academic
momentum when the health and well-being of the stakeholders is not addressed in an intentional
manner (Benoliel, 2018). Principals cannot lose sight of their academic purpose while creating
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the conditions necessary to have a safe school environment and researcher, Benoliel shares that
using the informal leaders on campus is one way to leverage some time to address these needs.
Local, national, and international events have placed school principals in the position of
needing to continually reassure students, staff, and stakeholders that school provides an
environment of normalcy and routine for everyone (Brunner & Lewis, 2004). Brunner and Lewis
identify 13 strategies principals can draw from when addressing school safety.
● Develop a comprehensive emergency response plan and meet regularly with the team to
review and adjust.
● Engage in practice exercises, such as drills, tabletop exercises, and simulations when
available.
● Meet with key agencies to establish a relationship and gather input.
● Communicate with community agencies to support your organization.
● Maintain the latest understanding of laws and policies.
● Stay on top of safety related maintenance projects.
● Ensure limited access to the campus and institute control measures for such access.
● Always maintain adequate first-aid supplies.
● Keep an updated blueprint of the facility.
● Verify that every room has the most current emergency information.
● Plan frequent and on-going training for new and returning staff members.
● Review and analyze discipline statistics to uncover trends about safety.
● Provide a culture where teacher understand their role in teaching about school safety.
● Address school safety in orientations, assemblies, and opportunities with stakeholders.
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As seen from the list above, when school safety becomes the driving force in a principal’s
work, instructional leadership becomes a secondary thought. On average, one in five principals
in high-poverty schools leaves each year, according to statistics reported by the Learning Policy
Institute and the National Association of Secondary School Principals. School principal retention
is greatly impacted by improvement in the working conditions for the leader, this includes
balancing multiple responsibilities and heavy workloads without adequate support. (Levin et al.,
2019). This focuses on crisis management. regardless of the reason, adds a layer of stress to the
principal’s plate, that if not addressed and managed, can have a negative impact on their success
in the role (Allen et al., 2020).
School Closure and Student Achievement
School closures impact student achievement, and events like the COVID-19 pandemic
have affected every area of schooling processes. Quick reaction to this crisis has caused the
profession to adjust to accommodate changing policies and procedures about instruction, safety,
assessment, monitoring, evaluation, and curriculum, all of which fall under the direct leadership
of the school principal (Huber & Helm, 2020). Current studies on events that have caused school
closures show that there is a clear need to plan for the social emotional well-being of students
and learning loss. All of which must be accompanied by the financial support and material
resources to improve educational access to education (Mirahmadizadah et. al, 2020).
Social Emotional Learning and Academic Initiatives to Address Student Need
Across the United States, state education agencies and school districts face daunting
challenges and difficult decisions amidst the COVID-19 pandemic. There is an opportunity to
identify evidence-based policies and practices that will enable school districts, schools, and
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leaders to rethink school in ways that can transform learning opportunities for students and
teachers alike (Darling-Hammond, Shachner, & Edgerton, 2020). Studies show a continued need
to address the social emotional disruption experienced by stakeholders in the absence of school,
Mirahmidizadah et. al., documented the need to address stress and anxiety in all stakeholder
groups including that of students, “The absence from the academic and educational environment
can affect the students’ behavior and emotions towards education and school attendance.
Therefore, it can be stated that students’ emotion is influenced by public health emergencies
which necessitates adequate devotion and support” (p.2). Even principals in schools that were
more prepared to handle adverse conditions like the pandemic, expressed concerns about the
impact long-term school closures would have on student achievement (Dilberti et al., 2020).
When we have more knowledge about human development and learning, when society
and the economy demand a more challenging set of skills, and when…there is a greater social
commitment to equitable education, it is time to use the huge disruptions caused by this
pandemic to reinvent the systems of education (Darling-Hammond et al., 2020). In a report
conducted by the Learning Policy Institute, Restarting and Reinventing School: Learning in the
Time of COVID and Beyond, authors, Darling-Hammond et. al. addresses the learning loss and
reinvention of instructional momentum for students everywhere.
The report identified, state and local examples, and policy recommendations in 10 key
areas for transforming learning and maximizing opportunities:
It illustrates how policymakers and educators can: (1) Close the digital divide; (2)
Strengthen distance and blended learning; (3) Assess what students need; (4) Ensure
supports for social and emotional learning; (5) Redesign schools for stronger

38

relationships; (6) Emphasize authentic, culturally responsive learning; (7) Provide
expanded learning time; (8) Establish community schools and wraparound supports; (9)
Prepare educators for reinventing school; and (10) Leverage more adequate and equitable
school funding.” (Darling-Hammond et al., 2020, p. v; 5,10, 21, 33, 46, 59, 70, 80, 88,
98)
Ultimately, enacting these ten key strategies will fall on the shoulders of school leaders as they
are grappling with an unprecedented set of circumstances in preparation to welcome students and
adults back to school with less restrictions (Allensworth & Schwartz, 2020). As administrators
face the layered impact of disrupted learning from “COVID-19, (e.g., on health, isolation, stress,
and trauma); economic crisis (e.g., unemployment, impact on school budgets), and persistent,
racial inequities” that have been exacerbated and amplified by the nationwide activists for racial
justice, they mustn’t lose sight of the student (DeArmond et. al., 2021). Administrators across the
country are faced with attending to students’ academic needs as well as their physical health,
mental health, and overall well-being. It is imperative that the initiatives being designed to
address the stresses of schooling in, and around major crises focus on the transformative learning
experiences that, “cultivate the social, emotional, and academic competencies needed to
contribute to a caring, thriving, and just society” (CASEL, 2020).
When addressing learning loss from disrupted schooling, recent research from Elaine
Allensworth of the University of Chicago Consortium on School Research in collaboration with
and Nate Schwartz of the Annenberg Institute at Brown University identified some key strategies
for schools and school leaders:
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Learning losses are likely to show up differently across grades and subjects, with
intensive recovery needs concentrated in the early grades and among already struggling
students. Supportive school environments and strong teacher-student relationships speed
recovery from learning loss. High-dosage tutoring that is directly tied to classroom
content -- helping students succeed in their coursework can substantially accelerate
learning in both math and reading for the most struggling students. Extended learning
time interventions, including weeklong acceleration academies staffed with highly
effective teachers and some double dose math structures, show strong evidence of
effectiveness. Strong systems to monitor for early student warning signs paired with
strong norms and routines help students recover emotionally and engage academically.
Compressed content, grade retention, and enhanced Response to Intervention (RTI) show
less evidence that they substantially shift learning outcomes for struggling students, and
some have potential adverse long-term consequences.” (Allensworth & Schwartz, 2020)
The information provided in briefs and research as mentioned above can be used by
school principals to create environments that help refocus the work back to instruction and may
lend some guidance in how to plan for and respond to disruption (Corbett et al., 2020).

School Leader Perceptions of Instructional Effectiveness During Major School Crises
Major crises create a hardship for educators including principals. This can be defined as
handling multiple grade levels, teaching in unstable environments, increased behavior concerns
of students, and having a lack of materials and curricula to use with such large-scale devastation.
The term managed chaos was identified to describe teaching and learning conditions post-
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Katrina (Alvarez, 2010). As a result of studies regarding disruptive school environments,
purposeful work began in developing a trauma-informed approach to curriculum development as
a response to student and community needs including how school leaders respond to these needs.
Major crises require psychological support to be addressed for teachers and students to function
at acceptable levels within the organization (Alvarez, 2010).
Maslow’s theoretical framework on the hierarchy of basic human needs tells us that to
function at high levels, we must have certain needs met, therefore, in order for the student brain
to engage in learning, and teachers to engage in teaching, psychological safety must be attained
through a safe and supportive climate (Eren, 2019). According to Eren’s study on this topic,
feeling calm, safe, and supported in a setting creates positive actions and reactions (Eren, 2019).
When schools experience a major crisis, such as a natural disaster, violent event, political
disruption, or pandemic, the environment is disrupted and the organization my divert their
attention back to addressing basic human needs to repair the system (Skaalvik, 2020).

Balancing Priorities of School Safety and School Purpose
School principals face many challenges in leading through a disruptive event and this
requires finesse, quick decision-making, and clear, concise, and thoughtful actions in all areas.
Depending on the event, that for a time, instruction, the primary function of school, may take a
backseat to more pressing concerns and commitment. Principals must determine how to balance
issues related to school safety, school climate, and instruction can be balanced (Skaalvik, 2020).
This gives rise to questions about how accountability systems in place will be managed through
such crises.
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Value-added evaluation models based on student performance continue to be referenced
as one of the reasons instructional personnel, including principals, are describing as an
explanation for why they are dissatisfied in their roles and choose to leave the profession
(Grisson & Bartanen, 2019) and this is not likely to change during the COVID-19 pandemic. In
the face of school closures and learning loss for students, we must place consideration on how
the accountability systems in place are adapting to these conditions for both policy and practice.
(Huber & Helm, 2020). It has been noted that a return to normal operations may move well into
the 2022 school year and that the federal government will not consider waivers to forego
administering high stakes exams for students and collecting performance data (Todd- Smith,
2021). However, as states continue to navigate through operational demands during a pandemic,
promote student acceleration programs, and try to sustain enrollment; at least 23 states have
sought to reduce the impact of high stakes assessment policies by seeking waivers to parts of
federal accountability requirements (NCSL, 2021). This has resulted in policies to address
learning loss, more streamlined assessment procedures, professional development on learning
recovery practices for teachers, reduced numbers of mandatory assessments, and changes to
evaluation practices for teachers (NCSL, 2021). The results of these efforts remain to be seen;
however, the importance of strong instructional leadership has never been more important both
here in the United States and abroad (Harris & Jones, 2020).
Addressing the Needs of Stakeholders
School leaders play an integral role in developing the culture of the institutions they
serve. It is in this role that school leaders must begin to embrace and leverage what powers the
stakeholders bring to the table with an understanding that their stakeholders can provide stability
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to the organization. Through this lens, principals may be able to tap on the shoulders of the
teacher leaders within their staff to help divide the load of being an instructional leader.
(Nuermerski et.al., 2018). These on-site instructional leaders can enrich the culture of teaching
and learning by providing on-the-spot assistance when the school principal is working through
the crises at hand, and in theory lend some continuity (Dicke et al., 2020) to an otherwise
disrupted environment. Clear communication and consistent messaging that demonstrate grace
and compassion are needed to meet the needs of students, staff, and parents, therefore the way in
which a school leader chooses to deliver information is just as important as the content itself.
This will require the leader to take great care in the messages crafted about safety, expectations,
and performance for everyone with a vested interest in the school’s success (Alvarez, 2010).
Implementation of New Procedures for Increased Safety
Major school crises often lead to the implementation of new policy and procedures as a
means to address the concerns raised by all stakeholder groups. This is true regardless of the type
of disruptive event that has occurred, and it is up to the school leader to ensure the new policies
and procedures are implemented with fidelity (Allensworth & Schwartz, 2020). It is important to
acknowledge this component of leadership positions within schools, since significant events,
such as the COVID-19 pandemic created system-wide, time-consuming procedures with the
potential for life-threatening results for stakeholders if not implemented correctly or with
fidelity.
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Providing Instructional Support for Teaching and Learning
Instructional support for teaching and learning is one of the most important components
of a principal’s responsibilities, not only does it have the potential to improve student outcomes,
but it also influences the longevity of a teacher’s career. Considering the rapid rate at which
teachers leave the profession, retaining as many teachers as possible is an important step in the
development of school principals (Nuermerski et.al, 2018). Talent management practices,
including frequent observation and actionable feedback, supported by the coaching cycle, benefit
teachers and students, and encompass a vast majority of a school principal’s job embedded
requirements as a leader. Each one of these requirements carries with it a set of skills necessary
to create a sustainable culture of excellence in a school setting.
Classroom Observations, Providing Feedback, and Coaching for Improvement
Many current instructional evaluation systems require that school principals engage in a
beneficial, yet lengthy and time-consuming process of teacher observation, feedback, and
coaching cycles. The benefits of evaluation models for instructional personnel resulting from
efforts to reform education have been noted in the literature, however, the benefits also come at a
cost less widely discussed is how these initiatives may lead to principal burn out and decreased
job satisfaction (Nuermerski et.al, 2018).
Studies have indicated that on average principals spend less than twenty percent of their
time on teaching and learning, which encompasses the observation, feedback, and coaching loop
(Grissom et al., 2019). There are several reasons why principals tend to spend relatively little
time on instructional activities, but increased demands of the position play a factor in this result
in that few have been adequately trained to assess teaching and to coach teachers around
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instructional improvement (Murphy et al., 2013). Additionally, some scholars suggest that even
if they had the time and training, principals have little “appetite” for focusing their work on
teaching and learning, intentionally avoiding “interfering” in classrooms (Murphy et al., 2013).
Similarly, when principals do visit classrooms, even in brief periods, feedback is generally brief,
and discussions around instruction tend to be general rather than specific to particular elements
of teaching practice (Nuermerski et al., 2018).
Operating without a standard definition of high-quality instruction causes a reliance on a
leader's own ideals using knowledge, experience, and intuition about effective instruction, thus
adding to the difficulty of implementation (Cohen, 2010). Therefore, leaders’ evaluation
practices become more subjective and lead to widespread satisfactory ratings and little change in
teacher performance or student achievement (Doherty & Jacobs, 2015). This phenomenon brings
some legitimacy to the notion that the effects of these evaluation practices may not be worth the
unintended result of principal burn out it may cause.
Consequences of School Accountability on Teacher Recruitment and Retention
Federal policy and district organizational initiatives play an integral role in the
instructional service model received by students across the nation. In terms of marginalized
students, policies such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) impacts teachers and in profound ways, creating opportunities for administrators to act
as mediators between policy and practice. A study in 2011, looked at how social learning and
activity theories support equity-minded instructors as they navigate accountability driven policy
reform (Stillman, 2011). Researchers looked at the instructional practices of teachers to identify
barriers to serving marginalized students.
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Specifically, in an era of accountability, we must acknowledge that the contexts of the
learning atmosphere play a role in how a teacher responds to a situation in the classroom. This
study highlights the importance that a balanced leadership approach plays in the overall
development of teacher professionalism, learning and agency. Stillman uncovered that the
participants valued having guiding standards, but often felt constrained by the weight placed
upon them for raising test scores. In addition, teachers felt rigid adherence to curriculum that was
not authentic to their learners had an impact on the results and oftentimes on their decision to
leave the profession (Stillman, 2011). Three patterns of practice emerged as important to
understanding how to increase teacher retention rates through creating a support learning,
knowledge integration, strategic negotiation, and a sense of authentic purpose. These patterns
assist in explaining how school principals with an equity-mindset can work through rising
pressures that come with accountability measures and support their teachers (Stillman, 2011).
Investing in teacher improvement, especially in times of rigid and increasing accountability
movements, is critical for principals to engage in as a strategy for increasing stability and
retaining staff.
Declining Enrollment in Teacher Preparation Programs
Teacher enrollment in preparation programs has declined over the years causing a critical
shortage of high-quality candidates in the field according to U.S. Labor Market statistics and the
Economic Policy Institute. The struggle to recruit and retain teachers at all levels is evident,
especially with hard-to-fill vacancies in high-poverty schools (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). Teacher
turnover, movement within the field, retirement attrition, and leaving the field early, creates a
workforce that is unstable. Instability in the field has a dramatic impact on student achievement
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over time. This creates volatility within rigid and unchanging accountability systems, especially
when the system changes unexpectedly, such as in a pandemic or other major crisis. As the
teacher workforce changes, so does the leadership pipeline, ultimately affecting the role of the
school principal (Garcia & Weiss, 2019).
In recent years, there have been significant shifts in teacher preparation with regards to
how development opportunities are conceptualized, delivered, and designed to become an ongoing practice in the profession (McMahon et al., 2015). Continued underperformance of U.S.
students on benchmarking exams such as the PISA, have caused policy makers to seek answers
and deliver solutions to rectify their performance. Broad consensus among policy-makers sheds
light on the connection between student performance and teacher effectiveness as a means to
address teacher preparation and educational reform. Policymakers must work with institutions to
construct programs that focus on pedagogical theory and practice. In addition, credentialing
policy must continue to expand upon the development of professional understanding and
learning to develop and sustain accomplished practice across the teaching profession (McMahon
et al., 2015).
Teacher quality and systemic reform are tightly linked on both the national and
international level. This pivotal relationship is a major point in virtually all policy agenda for
education concerns (Paufler et al., 2020). Researchers have found that when the right people,
through rigorous selection, are provided an opportunity to become teachers in a system that is
supportive and competitive, then students flourish. Steps need to be taken on a national level to
reinvent what teacher education and preparation looks like. This can be done through recruitment
and selection of high-quality candidates; through partnerships for innovative practices; through
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career-long development opportunities and expectations for growth; and through strategic
succession management. Planning with the future in mind will help alleviate the crisis many
areas are facing regarding critical teacher shortages (Stillman, 2011). These shifts along with
high expectations for achievement with sufficient time and support will help reshape teaching
and learning and potentially increase longevity in the field (McMahon et al., 2015)
Inconsistent Student Performance Due to Teacher Turnover
Teacher recruitment and retention is a well-documented issue with reports of 17% of new
teachers leaving the field in their first 5 years (www.edsource.org, 2015), and the statistics for
teachers in schools that serve marginalized populations are even more concerning. When
teachers leave the field, not only does this create a supervision issue for administration, but it
also creates an opportunity gap for students.
Whether we have teacher mobility (between schools) or teacher attrition (leaving the
profession), administrators are faced with navigating an unstable landscape on which they must
improve or maintain student performance. Since high-quality teachers and teaching are the most
critical components in determining the likelihood of success for a student, (Marzano, 2017), it is
imperative that school leaders devote considerable attention to the stabilization and improvement
of their teaching staff. School leaders must create school cultures of equity that embrace the
difficulty of the position through supporting teacher growth and development in a positive
environment; demanding collaborative practice with a focus on coaching to improve; and having
high expectations for every teacher and student (Kretchmar & Zeichner, 2016).
These initiatives will continue to impact the school leader as they take on a more specific
role in observing, evaluating, and providing feedback; continue to make data-driven decisions
48

regarding talent management; and ensure that equitable instructional practice has the supports to
make a difference for marginalized groups of students (Kretchmer & Zeichner, 2016). It is
important to note, that instructional leadership as described requires a significant amount of time
and focus, which may collide with the time and effort necessary to navigate major school crises
(Nuermerski et.al., 2018).

Summary of Literature Review
The review of literature clearly supports the connection between instructional leadership
practices and establishing a culture of performance within a school (Tucker & Ruzzi, 2016;
Dufour & Marzano, 2011; Campbell et al., 2019). Ironically, both teaching and leadership roles
can be described as interrelated, high-stress positions which require attention to job satisfaction
to promote employee health, well-being, and retention (Wells & Klocko, 2015). Major school
crises coupled with the high demands of the principal position amplify the stress and intensify
the decision to leave the profession according to researchers (Allensworth & Schwartz, 2020;
Huber & Helm, 2020). It is during these times of intensified crises that school leaders struggle to
maintain a focus on equity in the classroom, increasing student achievement, and stabilizing their
teaching staff, all of which are components of being an instructional leader (TNTP, 2018).
Additionally, teacher satisfaction and principal satisfaction go hand in hand, and when
there is an imbalance, student achievement suffers, and the profession loses momentum (Levin,
et. al., 2019). Since teacher and principal job satisfaction have been shown to be interrelated and
mutually reinforcing, the working environment and disciplinary climate play a key role in
student achievement (Marks & Printy, 2003). Therefore, the interconnectedness between school
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culture, positive or negative, instructional leadership, and the impact on student achievement is
undeniable.
Although research is mounting in crisis management, the direct connection between the
disruptive school environment and retention of school principals deserves specific study. In the
meta-analysis of research presented in Visible Learning, principal effectiveness is isolated and
shown to have a .36 effect size, which is below the positive correlative value of .40 (Hattie,
2009). However, there are several behaviors listed that the school principal indirectly impacts,
many of these with effect sizes well above the .40 correlational value (Hattie, 2009). The gap in
the research is within these behavior studies and identifying how disruptive environments caused
by major school crises truly impact the principal’s desire to remain in the role. This is the
foundation of the questions this study seeks to uncover.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
Highly effective school principals have strong instructional leadership skills which
require a balanced focus on teaching and learning with a strong command of maintaining
organizational management of the facility (Tucker & Ruzzi, 2016). It is this balance of
instruction, achievement, and management that is tested during times of great crisis. Disrupted
school environments impact student achievement as noted by such concepts as regression of
learning, increased social emotional needs, and diminished learner engagement (TNTP, 2020).
During these times of crisis, a school principal may find his/her attention diverted away from
instructional best practices as much of their time is spent on school safety, changing policy,
newly adopted procedures, addressing stakeholder concerns effectively and efficiently
(Allensworth & Schwartz, 2020). It is these times of crisis in which this study was based and
sought to identify the degree to which crisis management and instructional leadership practices
play in a principal’s decision to leave the field.
Recent survey studies have indicated that school leaders struggle to maintain a balance
between management tasks and instructional leadership practices (Cieminski, 2018; Garcia &
Weiss, 2019; Dicke et.al, 2020). Additional studies also indicate that job dissatisfaction due to
these types of circumstances greatly affect how long a school principal remains in the role
(Grissom & Bartanen, 2019; Lemoine et al., 2020). Therefore, this study of principal longevity
served to potentially impact the field and create a more sustainable environment.
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The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between a disrupted
environment (crisis), perceptions of instructional leadership practices, and length of service as a
principal. The researcher created a questionnaire to gather the information to be analyzed. This
chapter includes a detailed description of the instrument, as well as the methods and procedures
utilized to conduct the research. The organizational structure of this chapter includes six sections:
(a) the research design, (b) piloting design, (c) selection of participants, (d) instrumentation, (e)
data collection, and (f) data analysis.

Research Design
This quantitative research study was an examination of the perceptions of school
principals’ instructional leadership practices during a major crisis using a questionnaire
developed by the researcher. The design was causal comparative because the independent
variables were not manipulated and were mostly categorical. The data for this study consisted of
collecting and analyzing questionnaire results from a selected group of school principals in
Central Florida. Using the current pandemic as evidence of leading during a major crisis, a series
of descriptive statistical analyses were utilized to determine the impact of said crisis.
The questionnaire consisted of questions organized into seven domains. (A) leadership
background information, (B) school background information, (C) allocation of resources and
time, (D)instructional leadership practices, (E) job satisfaction inventory, (F) retention
information and (G) learning environment. These domains were generated from Murphy’s
conceptual model for instructional leadership practices (1990), adapted from the Insight
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Leadership Survey from TNTP (2015), and developers created questions to address
demographics and employment longevity intentions.
Domains A, B, F and G, required participants to select from options that described the
question or depicted a range, and each one received a nominal value as a descriptor. Domains D
and E contained five-point Likert Scale responses. Domain C required each participant to selfselect a number value for each instructional leadership category listed. One free response
question was included in Domain G.
Working with the participating parent school district to communicate with the research
and accountability department, a request was made to collect questionnaire results from their
school level principals and assistant principals. This request resulted in a sample size of 83
school principals and assistant principals from elementary, middle, and high school levels, as
further detailed in the selection of participants section below. Once data was secured via Survey
Monkey and uploaded into Excel, the survey responses were transferred into SPSS version 27 to
conduct the varied analyses.

Research Questions
The research questions below were utilized to study the relationships, if any, between the
type of school crisis, perceptions of instructional leadership practices and length of service as a
principal. The study intended to determine answers to the following questions:
RQ1: To what extent does the variety of crises school principals and assistant principals
experience impact their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
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RQ2: To what extent does the school principals and assistant principals’ experience in
leadership roles influence their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
RQ3: To what extent does the experience level of school principals and assistant
principals in school leadership modify the impact that experiencing crisis events have
on their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
The analyses of these questions enabled a determination to be made as to if there were
significant differences between principal perceptions on instructional leadership practice and
influencing factors such as major crises and length of service as a leader. The study also sought
to identify any positive or negative correlations between length of service and perception
responses.

Piloting Design
An extensive review of the literature did not result in the selection of a comprehensive
questionnaire that met the criteria being researched. Therefore, an instrument measuring the
critical criteria was developed. These criteria included questions about leadership experience, job
satisfaction, instructional leadership practices, and crisis management experience.
The pilot phase of this research began with the distribution and subsequent data
collection of the questionnaire created by the researcher. Five school-based administrators from
the sample region were asked to participate in the questionnaire and provide feedback to the
researcher. Selected pilot principals were chosen based on their geographic locations. The phases
of the pilot process included the following sections: selection of the pilot sample group; delivery
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of the instrument; collection of the pilot data, analysis of the pilot data, and interpretation of the
pilot results.
Each of the five selected administrators were provided a letter outlining the directions to
the survey. The letter outlining the directions is included in Appendix A. In addition to
completing the survey instrument, pilot participants were asked to provide feedback on the
clarity of the questions, organization of the instrument, and the length of time to take the survey
as described below. Once the feedback was received, the questionnaire was finalized for full
scale distribution within the study and converted to an on-line format. The survey is referred to
as the Instructional Leadership, Job Satisfaction, and Retention Survey (ILJSRS) and is
referenced in Appendix B
Based on the feedback from the pilot participants and doctoral committee, the following
feedback was collected, and changes were made to the instrument:
● In Domain A, the selections were adjusted in questions five through eight.
● The Domains were re-ordered to provide an ease of completion. Domain titles are as
follows: Leader Background (A), School Background (B), Learning Environment (F),
Instructional Leadership (D), Allocation of Resources and Time(C), and Job Satisfaction
(E).
● Participants felt that the survey collected a fair amount of data and was easy to complete.
● The survey took less than 10 minutes to complete.
● The learning environment domain was expanded to include yes or no questions with
specific indicators about disruptions experienced by principals and assistant principals.
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Instructional Leadership, Job Satisfaction, & Retention Survey
Domain A: Leader Background Information
This domain gathered information about the school principal. This included selections of
gender, age range, and current role. In addition, the participant was asked to include level of
education, years of experience in leadership roles, and length of time as a teacher prior to
entering leadership.
Domain B: School Background Information
School Background information was covered in Domain B. In this section the participant
identified the type of school they served. As this is a representative of a particular district in
Central Florida, all models available in that school district were included. This section
represented public, charter, Title I, non-Title I, alternative, and virtual school options.
Domain C: Allocation of Resources and Time
In Domain C the survey asked the participant to identify how much time they spend on
job embedded categories. This included operations, safety, academics & instruction, personnel
management, student discipline, school culture & climate, community partnerships & external
relations, and professional development. The answers to this section were used to help to identify
how much time is being spent on instructional leadership practices as perceived by current
administrators. The descriptions of these nine indicators are described below:
•

Operations- Daily operations to include, staffing absences, procedural duties,
maintenance, and facilities

•

Safety- Monitoring building access, threat assessments, drills, school safety officer duties
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•

Academics & instruction- scheduling, curriculum, observations, evaluation, assessment,
MTSS

•

Personnel management- hiring, evaluation, conflict resolution, staffing vacancies

•

Student discipline- peer mediation, training, PBiS, guidance support, parent contact, code
of conduct implementation

•

School culture & climate- creating relationships, developing mission/vision, school
improvement planning, strategic planning, district initiatives

•

Community partnerships & external relations- Business partnerships, school councils,
extracurricular events

•

Professional development- personal development, training for staff
Time frames for academics & instruction, school culture & climate, and professional

development were directly related to instructional leadership domains.
Domain D: Instructional Leadership
The questionnaire used a 5-point Likert scale to have participants rate themselves on the
four categories of instructional leadership adapted from Murphy’s conceptual framework for
instructional leadership (1990). The scale included strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neutral (3),
agree (4), and strongly agree (5) as choices. The concepts addressed represented developing
mission and goals; managing the educational production function; promoting an academic
learning climate; and developing a supportive work environment. Within each category there
were response descriptors provided.
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Domain E: Job Satisfaction Inventory
The intended outcome of this domain was to gather data regarding school principal job
satisfaction which has been cited as a factor in retention studies (Lemoine et al., 2020). Studies
on principal retention by organizations like the Learning Policy Institute site five major
influences in principal retention. These were represented in this instrument with a five-point
Likert Scale as very unsatisfied (1), unsatisfied (2), neutral (3), satisfied (4), and very satisfied
(5). The categories were working conditions; compensation and financial obligations;
accountability systems and evaluation; decision-making authority; and access to professional
learning.
Domain F: Retention
Domain F addressed the time frame in which the participant intends to leave the position.
This was an important piece in determining the effects that crisis leadership and instructional
leadership play in understanding how the demands of the job impact retention rates.
Domain G: Learning Environment
The purpose of this section was to help uncover the potential connection between leading
during a crisis and the impact on instructional leadership and retention. In this domain the
participant was asked to identify the types of disruptive events they have been served in as a
leader. The selections included natural disasters, safety events, political events, health concerns,
and a write in section as other.
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Selection of Participants
Participants for this study included school-level administrators: principals, and assistant
principals employed by the participating Central Florida School District. This purposive
sampling of school-level administrators included varied leaders in experience, school
demographics, and school levels. In addition to a diverse group of leaders, the sample
represented a total of 76 schools including Elementary (25), Middle School (9), High School
(10), Alternative School (2), Multi-level Schools (4), Charter Schools (25), and Virtual School
(1).
Participants in the study were invited through an email that included the link to the
survey utilizing the Survey Monkey platform. All public and charter school administrators had
the opportunity to participate in this survey via email. To protect the anonymity of the
participants, no identifying data was collected.
The student population represented by the Central Florida partner district constituted a
minority-majority population in excess of 71,538 students representing 100 countries and
speaking 100+ languages. The population of this school district had demographic representation
of 62% Hispanic and 38% non-Hispanic. Additionally, 47% of the total population are
designated for English Language Learner (ELL) support services of some kind. Nearly 55% of
the total student population receives free or reduced lunch. Less than one percent of the students
have a gifted designation, and 4.3% qualify for Exceptional Student Education (ESE) services.
Students who identified as male represented just under 51% of the total population, while
students that identified as female represented just over 49% of the total population of enrolled
students.

59

As school districts like this one continue to serve very diverse populations of students, it
is critical to continue to develop systems to maximize teaching and learning (TNTP, 2018).
Survey instruments and questionnaires allow for continued development in understanding how to
increase principal longevity and increase student achievement through the creation of a stable
leadership pipeline.

Instrumentation
For this study, one quantitative instrument was utilized to gather data and determine the
relationship between school principals’ perceptions of instructional leadership practices, length
of service, impact of school crises, and likelihood of retention. The instrument developed was a
questionnaire that consisted of seven domains intended to address the research questions.
Research was conducted whereby several instruments were viewed for their attributes and
overall design. In the research, several instruments regarding job satisfaction and instructional
leadership were found to contain Likert Scale responses that aligned with the ideas of this study.
This led the researcher to create the Instructional Leadership, Job Satisfaction, and Retention
Survey.

Research Procedures and Data Collection
This study was conducted over the course of one week in the spring of 2022. Approval
was obtained through University and District Institutional Review Boards (IRB) on April 6,
2022. (Appendix C, Appendix D). The questionnaire was then delivered to all Public and Charter
School Principals and Assistant Principals via email.
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The minimum number (n) needed to conduct statistical analyses was calculated using the
G-Power sample size calculator (Appendix E). Upon submission, responses were sorted for
completeness. Any survey that was not complete was rejected from the study to protect the
validity of the results. Completeness was defined as having answers in every section of the
instrument. The steps for the principals and assistant principal to participate were as follows:
1. Send out the introductory email with survey link, May 9-May 13, 2022.
2. Monitor completion rates daily via the Survey Monkey platform.
3. The researcher uploaded the survey data into Excel. An independent researcher verified
the input as correct.
4. Data was coded in Excel and transferred to SPSS version 27 for analyses.
5. Electronic responses were then secured in a password protected computer for five years
and upon such time, will be destroyed.

Reliability, Validity, and Internal Validity
This study involved the creation of a new instrument to ensure data collection of the three
broad domains being studied: perceptions of instructional leadership, impact of crisis
management, and job satisfaction. The development of a new instrument recommends the
administration of a test pilot to ensure reliability and validity (Creswell, 2014). The created
instrument was pilot tested with 5 school-based administrators representing elementary, middle,
and high schools, across 4 geographic areas of the county: East, West, South, and Central.
A Cronbach Alpha score exceeding .70 is considered acceptable in instruments
measuring social sciences (Cortina, 1993). This instrument was tested and received scores for
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reliability in resource distribution DV: .277, for the indexed DVs: .863, and for the IVs and
Controls: .507, indicating a relatively low level of internal consistency (see Appendix F). These
results are likely due to undiagnosed issues in question design and survey clarity.
The construct validity of an instrument refers to the nature of the psychological
characteristics being measured, and how well it explains the differences in the behavior of the
participants (Fraenkel et. al, 2012). The instrument was designed using adaptations from the
content model for instructional leadership practices developed by Murphy in 1990, the allocation
of time in instructional practices from the INSIGHT survey used by TNTP from 2015, and the
questions about job satisfaction and crisis management experience were created by the
researcher. The behaviors described in the instrument were aligned to the research questions for
the collection of relevant causal-comparative data. The instrument was designed to help the
researcher compare the relationships between instructional leadership, length of service, and
crisis management experience and their impact on employee retention. Construct related validity
is obtained when the variables are clearly defined, hypotheses are based on an underlying theory
about how people interact with the variable, and the hypotheses are tested both logically and
empirically (Fraenkel et. al., 2012). Using the separate domains described by the instrument,
participants produced a variety of evidence in which the researcher was able to make inferences
about the results.
Systematic consideration of the threats to the internal validity of the instrument were
made in the creation of the survey. Although every effort was made to mitigate the impact of
internal threats, they still existed in six of the ten most common areas as such: subject
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characteristics, mortality, location, instrumentation, history, and subject attitude (Fraenkel,
Wallen, and Hyun, 2015).
The subjects chosen for this study were school-based principals and assistant principals in
one Central Florida school district. To mitigate the internal threat for variations among subject
characteristics and subject mortality, the instrument was designed to collect enough relevant
experiential data as reasonably expected without diminishing the participation of the subjects.
This was done in the design of the sections related to school demographics, length of service, and
type of administrative service. There was a reasonable expectation that the experiences for
principals versus assistant principals could produce varied results.
Location played an integral role in determining the internal validity of this study. In the
original design, the researcher planned to have a neutral party deliver the survey in a face-to-face
controlled environment. However, COVID protocols and timing resulted in the need to deliver
the survey via email. A standard written protocol in email (Appendix G) was provided to the
participants. To protect the anonymity of the participants, the survey was converted to an on-line
format, with no identifiable data in which to track participation therefore, the researcher was
unable to identify the participants.
Internal threats to the instrumentation used in a study are reduced through standardized
conditions and the collection of detailed information about the study (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Adjusting to a standard delivery format for all participants (email) strengthened the conditions,
however, it also impacted the participation rates affecting the reliability of the instrument. This
adaptation made during the study was an unforeseen event and therefore impacted the internal
validity as a threat of history.

63

Internal validity related to subject attitude could not be controlled in this study. This
study was reliant upon the participant attitude towards the subject, time to complete the study,
authenticity of the answers of participants, and timely return of the survey. The assurance that no
identifiable information was collected was used to mitigate this threat. It was reasonable to
expect that the experiences at the time the survey was completed by the participant would play a
role in how the questions were completed.
Every effort was made to mitigate the threats to internal validity in this study. This was
done through standardized delivery and collection procedures, and questionnaire design that
utilized adapted survey items from varied studies, strengthened the validity and reliability of the
instrument.

Data Analysis
Investigating the relationship between perceptions of instructional leadership and crisis
management on principal retention is the purpose behind this data analysis. Quantitative
measures retrieved from the Instructional Leadership, Job Satisfaction, and Retention Survey
were collected and analyzed to answer the research questions for this study. The scores from the
survey were assigned a coding structure and imported in the SPSS version 27 and STATA for
statistical analyses. Once inside SPSS, variables were again coded to ensure the levels of
measurement were correct, i.e., Nominal, Ordinal, or Scale.
Research Question 1
In research question number one, the study sought to determine if there was a difference
between different types of major school crises and principal perceptions of instructional
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leadership practices. Scores retrieved from Domains C, D, E and G of the Instructional
Leadership; Job Satisfaction & Retention Survey were used to collect this information.
Analysis of this section began with descriptive statistics to determine frequencies and
means for each participant in each domain. Scores from Domain C: Allocation of Time, Domain
D: Instructional Leadership and Domain E: Job Satisfaction provided a clear picture of the
participants’ current context in the field. The results were then compared to the scores from
Domain G: Learning Environment, which addresses school crises. The General Linear Model
was done using an Ordinary Least Squares regression (OLS). The independent variables in this
question were represented in Domain G: Learning Environment and cover the types of school
crisis with categorical and nominal values. The dependent variables were represented by Domain
C: Allocation of Time, Domain D: Instructional Leadership, and Domain E: Job Satisfaction
Inventory with continuous and quantitative ratios.
Research Question 2
Research question two sought to identify the relationship between the length of time in
the role of school principal and the perceptions of instructional leadership practices. In this
question the study focused on the analysis of responses from the Instructional Leadership, Job
Satisfaction, & Retention Survey from Domain A regarding the principals’ length of experience
and Domains C, D, and E, which framed the perceptions of instructional leadership practices.
Domain A represented the independent variable and Domains C, D, and E were the independent
variables, correlated OLS regressions and testing for prediction plots to determine the presence
of linear relationships. The tables presented in the following chapter provide a summary of the
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research questions studied with the corresponding identification of the variables, instrument, and
statistical data analysis conducted.
Research Question 3
The final research question sought to determine if there was a difference between the type
of crises and the level of experience on principals’ perceptions of instructional leadership in the
field. Scores retrieved from Domains A, C, D, E, and G of the Instructional Leadership; Job
Satisfaction & Retention Survey were used to collect this information.
This question explored the relationship that years of experience as a principal has on
perceptions of instructional leadership during a crisis. In this question two independent variables
were collected from Domains A and G (type of crisis and length of experience in years) and the
dependent variable (perceptions of instructional leadership) was collected from Domains C, D,
and E of the Instructional Leadership; Job Satisfaction & Retention Survey. This question
required OLS regressions with robust standard errors and investigation of linearity.

Summary
The purpose of this causal comparative, quantitative study was to investigate the
relationship between school principals’ perceptions of instructional leadership, crisis
management and likelihood of retention. This chapter provided a description of the study’s
methodology, which included descriptions of the research design, selection of participants,
instrumentation, data collection, and analysis procedures.
The instrument designed for this study was derived from varied models and research
related to this study. The questionnaire gathered information from school administrators in one
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large Central Florida school district. The researcher used Murphy’s model of instructional
leadership practices (1990) as the foundation of design. A purposive sampling of school-based
administrators was selected for this study representing 76 schools in grades VPK-12. Both Public
and Charter schools were selected. This sample of principals and assistant principals reflected a
diverse student population exceeding 71,000 students. The ILJSRS was piloted. The survey was
distributed and collected via email protecting the anonymity of the participants prior to being
verified in Excel and coded for transference into SPSS version 27. Data analysis was conducted.
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Table 2
Research Questions, Instruments, and Methods of Analysis

Min.Sample Size
by Effect Size
Medium N=159
Large N=66

Research Question
Variables
1. To what extent are school
IV 1- Type of Crisis
principals and assistant
DV 1- Principal
principals who experience
Perceptions scores
crises more likely to hold
negative perceptions of
instructional leadership
practices than those who do
not experience crises?

Analysis
Ordinary Least
Squares
(OLS)
Regression

2. To what extent does the
experience of school
principals and assistant
principals increase their
perceptions of instructional
leadership practices?

IV 2- Length of
experience in the
role in years
DV 1- Principal
Perception scores

Ordinary Least
Squares
(OLS)
Regression

Medium N=128
Large N=52

3. To what extent does the
experience level of school
principals and assistant
principals in school
leadership modify the
impact that experiencing
crisis events have on their
perceptions of instructional
leadership practices?

IV 1- Type of Crisis
IV 2- Length of
experience in the
role in years
DV 1- Principal
Perception scores

Moderated
Ordinary
Least Squares
(OLS)
Regression

Medium N=67
Large N=23

*Non-parametric equivalent test will be used only as a backup test.
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The study addressed the following three research questions and the corresponding null
hypotheses:
RQ1: To what extent does the variety of crises school principals and assistant principals
experience impact their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
NH1: There is no relationship between the variety between crises experiences school
principals and assistant principals face and their perceptions of instructional
leadership practices.
RQ2: To what extent does the school principals and assistant principals’ experience in
leadership roles influence their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
NH2: There is no relationship between school principal and assistant principals’
experience in leadership roles and their perceptions of instructional leadership
practices.
RQ3: To what extent does the experience level of school principals and assistant
principals in school leadership modify the impact that experiencing crisis events have
on their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
NH3: School principals and assistant principals experience in school leadership does not
modify the impact that experiencing crisis events has on their perceptions of
leadership practices.
Research in instructional leadership is not new, and it sheds light on exactly what is
needed to be a highly effective school principal. Crisis management, as an organizational
concept, is also not a new field of study. Additionally, there is research on what is needed to
address recruitment and retention of school leaders. There was an opportunity with this study to
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add to the body of research in ways that synthesize the three concepts of instructional leadership,
crisis management, and principal recruitment and retention. By using self-survey instruments,
such as the Instructional Leadership, Job Satisfaction, and Retention Survey, researchers can
gain an understanding of the mitigating factors and barriers that impede growth and change in
the profession of school principal.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
This study intended to investigate the relationships, if any, that perceptions of
instructional leadership, the presence of crises, and length of service impact the likelihood of
retention for principals and assistant principals in one Central Florida school district. The
purpose of this study was achieved through the creation of a questionnaire that measured selfselected scores about instructional leadership, job satisfaction, school crises experiences, and
retention plans. The results of the data analysis of the three research questions are presented in
this chapter.
The descriptive and inferential statistics were first reported for each of the three research
questions. The first research question was analyzed using a general linear model that tested for
OLS regression (ordinary least squares) to determine the difference between principal and
assistant principal experiences with varied types of crises (independent variable) and their
personal perceptions of instructional leadership practices (dependent variable). These data points
were gathered from the ILJSRS domains C, D, E and G. Consequently, this statistical model was
chosen to test the main effects of crises on the hypothesis; the variety of crises school principals
and assistant principals experience impact their perceptions of instructional leadership practices.
The second research question was analyzed using an OLS regression to determine if there
was an interaction between the length of service in the role (independent variable) and principal
perceptions of instructional leadership practices (dependent variable). Therefore, this statistical
model was chosen to test the main effects of experience on the hypothesis; school principals and

71

assistant principals’ experience in leadership roles influence their perceptions of instructional
leadership practices.
The third research question was analyzed using the same OLS regression statistical model
to determine to what extent does the experience level of school principals and assistant principals
in school leadership modify the impact that experiencing crisis events have on their perceptions
of instructional leadership practices? This question tested if a difference existed between the type
of crises experienced (independent variable) and the length of service in the role (independent
variable) on the perceptions of instructional leadership practices of the participant (dependent
variable). These data points were gathered from the ILJSRS domains A, C, D, and G. The
statistical model utilized to support the hypothesis that School principals’ experience in school
leadership modifies the impact that experiencing crisis events has on their perceptions of
leadership practices was a moderated OLS regression with robust standard errors.

Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics were utilized to build a foundation of demographic understanding as
reported by the participants in the ILJSRS. Table 3 contains descriptive statistics and presents the
summary information for each of the dependent, independent, and control variables used in the
study. Additionally, the descriptive statistics displayed in Table 3 highlighted the question design
flaw in the allocation of time and resources in which many respondents did not properly follow
directions for the question type, therefore it impacted the reliability of the results in that area.
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics
DV: Perceptions
Promoting an Academic Learning Climate
Managing the Educational Production Function
Developing Mission and Goals
Developing a Supportive Work Environment
DV: Time & Resource Distribution
% Daily Resources Devoted to Operations
% Daily Resources Devoted to Safety
% Daily Resources Devoted to Academics
% Daily Resources Devoted to Personnel
% Daily Resources Devoted to Discipline
% Daily Resources Devoted to School Culture
% Daily Resources Devoted to Student Culture
% Daily Resources Devoted to Community
% Daily Resources Devoted to Professional
Development
IV: Crisis
Served as Administrator Prior to School Closures due
to the COVID-19 Pandemic
# Types of Natural Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political Events
# Types of Police Generated Events
IV: Experience
Years of Experience
Controls
Level of Satisfaction with Working Conditions- 5 pt
Scale
Highest Level of Education
Serves or Served as Full Principal
Designated Alternative School Type
Designated Charter School
Designated Public School
Designated Virtual School
Serves Elementary School Students
Serves High School Students
Serves K-8th Grade Students
Serves Middle School Students
Serves Other Type of Students
Title I Status
Gender (%Female)
Age (10-year range)
Valid N (listwise)
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N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean Std. Deviation

61
61
61
59

1
1
1
1

5
5
5
5

4.14
4.09
3.90
4.16

.786
.766
.912
.792

62
63
63
61
59
63
63
62
61

1
2
0
3
0
2
4
0
1

40
25
67
40
60
33
55
25
50

14.71
8.37
22.97
13.10
16.37
10.73
12.57
5.08
7.20

10.133
5.178
13.927
7.844
14.001
5.873
8.452
3.281
6.695

59

0

1

.81

.393

59
58
60

0
0
0

3
2
2

1.19
.90
1.45

1.008
.931
.699
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2

13

7.69

3.028

59

2

5

3.26

.741

64
64
64
64
64
64
64
64
64
64
64
64
64
64
50

1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4

1.47
.58
.02
.06
.91
.02
.45
.22
.13
.14
.06
.67
.67
2.11

.816
.498
.125
.244
.294
.125
.502
.417
.333
.350
.244
.473
.473
.799

Data in Tables 4-7 present the frequencies for both nominal and ordinal categorical
variables to give greater insights pertaining to the distribution of characteristics across the
sample. This included the N for each measure as well as the frequency, mean, and standard
deviations of the reported scores. Separate tables were constructed to illustrate analysis of
participant ages, level of education, school type (ELS, MS, HS) and lastly, the designation of the
school as public, charter, or other.
When reviewing the results posed in the descriptives tables, it was important to note that
participation by elementary school principals and assistant principal is higher in part due to the
increased number of positions in that segment of the population.
The descriptive statistic for age, Table 4, indicated that there was a well-distributed range
of ages for the participant group. This helped to strengthen the determination that a robust
sample, although small, was taken in the delivery of the instrument. A predominance of the
respondents fell within the 40-49 age range.
Table 4
Frequencies: Age

30-39
40-49
50-59
60+

N
15
29
18
2

%
23.4%
45.3%
28.1%
3.1%

Frequency Table 5 was used to describe the degree status of the participants holding the
position of assistant principal or principal required an advanced degree. Therefore, this table
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shows that nearly three fourths of the sample population have only a master’s degree. While a
little over one quarter of the respondents have a specialist or doctoral degree.
Table 5
Frequencies: Level of Education
N
47
4
13

Master's Degree
Specialist Degree
Doctorate Degree

%
73.4%
6.3%
20.3%

In addition to the topics previously listed, descriptive statistics were run to delineate the
sample population regarding the student populations they serve, as shown in Table 6.
Consequently, it can be noted that nearly half of the participants served in the elementary school
setting. This would make sense since there are nearly five elementary schools to each middle and
high school in the county where this study was conducted.
Table 6
Frequencies: School Type

Elementary
High School
K-8th grade
Middle Grades
Other

N
29
14
8
9
4

%
45.3%
21.9%
12.5%
14.1%
6.3%
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A frequency analysis of the governing body for school type was also conducted. This
allowed the parameters of study to determine if further analysis might uncover additional data
pertinent to the research. Participants were able to select how their school was governed as
either, Alternative setting, Charter School, Public School, or Virtual School. A summary of the
results is listed below, Table 7. In a school district with a large number of charter schools, it is
interesting to note that not many chose to participate.
Table 7
Frequencies: Charter Status

Alternative
Charter
Public
Virtual

N
1
4
58
1

%
1.6%
6.3%
90.6%
1.6%

OLS Assumption Testing
It was important to test the assumptions of the OLS statistical model. Ultimately, the
choice to utilize an OLS model was grounded in the presence of having two independent
variables (years of experience, types of crises) and only one dependent variable (instructional
leadership perception scores). The assumptions for the slection of an OLS model included
linearity, endogeneity(covariance), normality/homoscedasticity, no autocorrelation, and
multicollinearity.
The information displayed in Figure 1 tested the assumption that the OLS regression
were drawn from a population of constant variance and this passes the assumption of normality
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and homoscedasticity. The data points were clustered above the line, therefore it indicated that
there was some uncertainty in the confidence interval which lead to biased or inconsistent
results. The plots were mostly clustered around the zero line indicating that the assumption of
linearity was met.

Figure 1. Diagnostic of OLS Assumptions: Heteroskedasticity

This study investigated several components within the survey design. It was important to
conduct statistical assumptions models that tested for multicollinearity, linearity, endogeneity,
normality, and heteroskedasticity prior to analyzing results for each of the tested questions and
their respective null hypotheses. A summary is presented in Table 8 that provides information for
a diagnostic variable “POPCheck,” designed to investigate the validity of the time and resource
allotment dependent variables for the study. Subjects were instructed to identify how they
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distribute their time across nine categories, by noting the percentage of time designated to each
item. Subjects were also instructed that the time allocations needed to add up to 100%.
POPCheck is the additive measure of these nine categories, thus the measure should add up to
100 for each participant. The information in Table 8, however, suggested that there may have
been problems with either the question wording or participants understanding/adherence to
instructions, because there were a wide range of responses.

Table 8
Resource Allocation Measure Validation: Descriptive Statistics

POPCheck
Valid N (listwise)

N
57
57

Minimum
60

Maximum
232

Mean
96.51

Std. Deviation
28.105

Moreover, upon further inspection (see Figure 2) the deviations shown were not due to
random error but represented a more systematic error. These results suggested that the Time and
Resource Allotment variables may not have produced valid and reliable results. As such, results
from these regression analyses were met with healthy skepticism. The information gathered
played importance in the grand design, however, additional attention was applied when
considering the interpretation. The results, although valuable, could not be overly applied or
generalizable beyond the scope of this study.
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Figure 2. Resource Distribution Validity Check: Histogram

Diagnostic tests from fully specified main effects models for a random sample of five of
the dependent variables illustrated results consistent with those found in Table 9 and Figure 2
which represented diagnostic results with relation to the Managing the Educational Production
Function dependent variable. An examination of the variance inflation factors (VIF) for variables
was chosen because the variables being tested are functionally similar. Results in Table 9 suggest
that multicollinearity does not exist, as none of the variables reached a VIF of 10 or greater,
therefore the assumption of no multicollinearity passed. Notably, the Elementary School variable
was relatively close. Additional examinations of the Mahalanobis Distances consistently
identified one of the 55 usable observations as a likely outlier. Despite the results of this test for
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outliers, the observation was kept in all models as they were run with the approval of a qualified
consulting statistician.
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Table 9
Diagnostic of OLS Assumptions: Multicollinearity
Standardized
Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients
Collinearity Statistics
Std.
Model
B
Error
Beta
t
Sig.
Tolerance
VIF
(Constant)
4.358
.810
5.380
<.001
Years of Experience
-.240
.060
-.933
-3.978
<.001
.258
3.881
# Types of Natural Disaster Crisis
.079
.129
.103
.615
.542
.503
1.987
# Types of Political Events
-.134
.134
-.160
-1.001
.323
.553
1.809
# Types of Police Generated Events
-.021
.191
-.018
-.111
.913
.542
1.847
Served as Administrator Prior to School
.687
.424
.340
1.620
.113
.322
3.102
Closures due to the COVID-19 Pandemic
Gender ( %Female)
-.160
.262
-.097
-.610
.545
.566
1.766
Age (10 year range)
.245
.151
.254
1.619
.113
.577
1.733
Highest Level of Education
.131
.145
.143
.900
.373
.566
1.768
Serves or Served as Full Principal
.320
.337
.204
.950
.348
.308
3.248
Serves Elementary School Students
-.042
.575
-.028
-.074
.941
.102
9.801
Serves High School Students
.393
.609
.201
.645
.522
.146
6.870
Serves K-8th Grade Students
.505
.607
.215
.831
.411
.211
4.730
Serves Middle School Students
-.031
.596
-.014
-.052
.959
.196
5.097
Designated Alternative School Type
1.567
1.045
.267
1.500
.141
.446
2.240
Designated Charter School
.072
1.127
.017
.064
.949
.195
5.118
Designated Public School
.224
.935
.074
.240
.812
.147
6.795
a. Main Effects Model, Dependent Variable: Perceptions of Managing the Educational Production Function- 5pt Scale
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Illustrated in Error! Reference source not found. were the linear predictions of the
model along a fitted line. Although there were some deviations, the plotted probabilities
followed a clear linear pattern, thus illustrating support for the linearity assumption. The plotted
residuals from this model, represented in Figure 3, demonstrated that there may be some issues
for the assumption of heteroskedasticity, as the error terms do not seem to be entirely random,
but rather form clusters across the predicted values, even though no real pattern was identified.
This test supported the inclusion of robust standard errors within statistical models. Therefore, a
choice was made with the assistance of an education researcher and statistics specialist that
supported the selection of OLS regression with robust standard errors to test the research
questions and corresponding null hypotheses.

Hypotheses Testing
Research Question One
Research question number one was designed to test the null hypothesis, which is that
there is no relationship between principals and assistant principals experience of school crises
and their perceptions of instructional leadership practices. The data in Table 10 presented the
results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis
on Principals’ Leadership Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Operations as the dependent
variable and accounting for all controls. With reference to H1, there was not a significant impact
of any type of crisis on principals’ allotment of resources toward operations. This was in part due
to the nature of the dependent variable as a perception score. Perceptions of this component may
have been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural Disasters p=.876, Political Events
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p=.637, Police Generated Events p=.255, COVID-19 p=.697. The null hypothesis was accepted
and the alternative hypothesis is rejected.

Table 10
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Operations

Robust
Std. Errora
t
15.292
-.004
1.064
-1.234
2.156
-.157

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-30.987
30.873
-3.464
.839
-4.700
4.021

Parameter
B
Sig.
Intercept
-.057
.997
Years of Experience
-1.312
.225
# Types of Natural
-.339
.876
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-1.176
2.476
-.475
.637
-6.184
Events
# Types of Police
-3.944
3.410
-1.156
.255
-10.842
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
3.027
7.712
.392
.697
-12.573
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method

3.832
2.954
18.627

The data included in Table 11 presented the results of a General Linear Model (OLS)
with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’ Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Safety as the dependent variable and accounting for all
controls. With reference to research question one (RQ1), there was not a significant impact of
any type of crisis on principals’ allotment of resources toward safety. This was in part due to the
nature of the dependent variable as a perception score. Perceptions of this component may have
been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural Disasters p=.202, Political Events p=.374,
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Police Generated Events p=.927, COVID-19 p=.749. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
confirmed.
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Table 11
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Safety
95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-21.334
27.174
-.466
.819
-2.828
.617

Robust Std.
B
Errora
2.920
11.991
.177
.318
-1.105
.852

Parameter
t
Sig.
Intercept
.244
.809
Years of Experience
.556
.582
# Types of Natural
-1.298
.202
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
.789
.877
.900
.374
-.985
Events
# Types of Police
.135
1.468
.092
.927
-2.834
Generated Events
Served as Administrator 1.245
3.863
.322
.749
-6.568
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
Gender (%Female)
-.993
2.029
-.489
.627
-5.097
Age (10-year range)
.120
1.018
.117
.907
-1.940
Highest Level of
-.173
1.155
-.150
.881
-2.509
Education
Serves or Served as Full -.787
2.287
-.344
.733
-5.412
Principal
Serves Elementary
4.247
2.786
1.524
.135
-1.389
School Students
Serves High School
.867
3.364
.258
.798
-5.937
Students
Serves K-8th Grade
1.945
2.845
.684
.498
-3.809
Students
Serves Middle School
4.251
3.358
1.266
.213
-2.542
Students
Designated Alternative 7.301
14.463
.505
.617
-21.953
School Type
Designated Charter
8.655
14.744
.587
.561
-21.167
School
Designated Public
.354
11.984
.030
.977
-23.885
School
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
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2.564
3.104
9.057

3.111
2.179
2.163
3.838
9.883
7.672
7.699
11.043
36.555
38.476
24.593

The data in Table 12 presented the results of a General Linear Model using an OLS
Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’
Leadership Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Operations as the dependent variable and
accounting for all controls. With reference to research question one (RQ1), various types of
crises appear to exert somewhat of an effect on principals’ resource allotment toward academics,
with the experience of Police Generated events leading to effects that react p < .05 levels of
significance. On a substantive level, these results indicate that the experience of Police
Generated events lead principals to devote less time toward academics. Aside from COVID-19
approaching significance, Police Generated events (p = .027), was the only factor that supports
the alternative hypothesis with statistical significance. The other factors confirm the null
hypothesis. Natural Disasters p=.885, Political Events p=.077, Police Generated Events p=.027,
COVID-19 p=.059.
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Table 12
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Academics

Parameter
Intercept
Years of Experience
# Types of Natural
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
Events
# Types of Police
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
Gender ( %Female)
Age (10 year range)
Highest Level of
Education
Serves or Served as Full
Principal
Serves Elementary
School Students
Serves High School
Students
Serves K-8th Grade
Students
Serves Middle School
Students
Designated Alternative
School Type
Designated Charter
School
Designated Public
School

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-101.659 193.877
-3.144
.870
-6.735
5.832

Robust
B
Std. Errora
t
46.109
73.055
.631
-1.137
.992
-1.146
-.452
3.107
-.145

Sig.
.532
.259
.885

4.048

2.229

1.816

.077

-.460

8.556

-8.378

3.641

-2.301

*.027

-15.743

-1.013

17.833

9.151

1.949

.059

-.677

36.342

2.385
.997
-4.404

5.507
3.218
3.213

.433
.310
-1.371

.667
.758
.178

-8.754
-5.512
-10.903

13.524
7.506
2.094

6.935

7.925

.875

.387

-9.095

22.965

21.490

15.017

1.431

.160

-8.884

51.864

21.406

14.445

1.482

.146

-7.811

50.623

16.849

13.870

1.215

.232

-11.206

44.904

4.152

14.643

.284

.778

-25.467

33.771

-10.073

79.614

-.127

.900

-171.107

150.961

-16.825

76.698

-.219

.828

-171.961

138.311

-38.553

73.968

-.521

.605

-188.167

111.061

a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3
method.
b. * p < .05
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The data in Table 13 presented the results of a General Linear Model using an OLS
Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’
Leadership Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Personnel as the dependent variable and
accounting for all controls. With reference to RQ1, there was not a significant impact of any type
of crisis on principals’ allotment of resources toward operations. This was in part due to the
nature of the dependent variable as a perception score. Perceptions of this component may have
been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural Disasters p=.826, Political Events p=.186,
Police Generated Events p=.864, COVID-19 p=.905. Therefore, this test supported the null
hypothesis.
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Table 13
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Personnel

Parameter
Intercept
Years of Experience
# Types of Natural
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
Events
# Types of Police
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
Gender ( %Female)
Age (10 year range)
Highest Level of
Education
Serves or Served as Full
Principal
Serves Elementary
School Students
Serves High School
Students
Serves K-8th Grade
Students
Serves Middle School
Students
Designated Alternative
School Type
Designated Charter
School
Designated Public
School

Robust Std.
B
Errora
t
9.194
11.185
.822
.702
.790
.888
-.351
1.581
-.222

Sig.
.416
.380
.826

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-13.469
31.856
-.900
2.303
-3.555
2.853

-1.757

1.304

-1.347

.186

-4.400

.886

.363

2.111

.172

.864

-3.914

4.640

-.793

6.571

-.121

.905

-14.108

12.521

.765
2.483
.557

2.557
2.695
1.886

.299
.921
.296

.767
.363
.769

-4.416
-2.977
-3.264

5.945
7.943
4.379

-1.127

3.743

-.301

.765

-8.712

6.458

4.653

6.183

.752

.457

-7.876

17.182

4.401

8.451

.521

.606

-12.722

21.525

5.352

5.468

.979

.334

-5.728

16.431

4.248

5.951

.714

.480

-7.811

16.307

1.495

10.118

.148

.883

-19.006

21.996

11.766
-1.374 .178
-40.011
7.670
16.170
10.890
-.968
.340
-32.602
11.527
10.537
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
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The data in Table 14 presented the results of an an OLS Regression with Robust Standard
Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’ Leadership Perceptions, with Resource
Allotment: Discipline as the dependent variable and accounting for all controls. With reference
to RQ1, there was not a significant impact of any type of crisis on principals’ allotment of
resources toward discipline. This was in part due to the nature of the dependent variable as a
perception score. Perceptions of this component may have been interpreted differently by
respondents. This supported the null hypothesis. Natural Disasters p=.275, Political Events
p=.1.44, Police Generated Events p=.536, COVID-19 p=.906.

Table 14
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Discipline

Robust Std.
Errora
14.633
.960
2.139

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-17.944
41.355
-1.470
2.419
-1.966
6.701

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
11.706
.800
.429
Years of Experience
.474
.494
.624
# Types of Natural
2.368
1.107
.275
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-3.042
2.037
-1.493
.144
-7.169
Events
# Types of Police
2.054
3.290
.624
.536
-4.611
Generated Events
Served as Administrator -1.158
9.745
-.119
.906
-20.904
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
b. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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1.086
8.720
18.588

The data in Table 15 presented the results of a General Linear Model using an OLS
Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’
Leadership Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: School Culture as the dependent variable and
accounting for all controls. With reference to RQ1, there was not a significant impact of any type
of crisis on principals’ allotment of resources toward school culture. This was in part due to the
nature of the dependent variable as a perception score. Perceptions of this component may have
been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural Disasters p=.865, Political Events p=.642,
Police Generated Events p=.944, COVID-19 p=.306. Therefore, this supported the null
hypothesis.

Table 15
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to School Culture

Robust Std.
Errora
25.947
.392
1.345

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-44.649
60.316
-.893
.693
-2.949
2.491

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
7.833
.302
.764
Years of Experience
-.100
-.255
.800
# Types of Natural
-.229
-.171
.865
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
.566
1.206
.469
.642
-1.874
Events
# Types of Police
-.133
1.883
-.071
.944
-3.942
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
4.171
4.021
1.037
.306
-3.962
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
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3.006
3.676
12.304

The data in Table 16 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard
Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’ Leadership Perceptions, with Resource
Allotment: Student Culture as the dependent variable and accounting for all controls. With
reference to RQ1, there was not a significant impact of any type of crisis on principals’ allotment
of resources toward student culture. This was in part due to the nature of the dependent variable
as a perception score. Perceptions of this component may have been interpreted differently by
respondents. Natural Disasters p=.181, Political Events p=.968, Police Generated Events
p=.640, COVID-19 p=.257. This confirmed the null hypothesis.

Table 16
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Student Culture

Robust Std.
Errora
36.760
.570
1.783

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-53.857
94.852
-1.087
1.219
-6.038
1.175

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
20.498
.558
.580
Years of Experience
.066
.115
.909
# Types of Natural
-2.431
-1.363
.181
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
.060
1.474
.041
.968
-2.920
Events
# Types of Police
-1.409
2.986
-.472
.640
-7.448
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
9.281
8.069
1.150
.257
-7.039
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
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3.040
4.630
25.601

The data in Table 17 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard
Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’ Leadership Perceptions, with Resource
Allotment: Community as the dependent variable and accounting for all controls. With reference
to RQ1, there was not a significant impact of any type of crisis on principals’ allotment of
resources toward community. This was in part due to the nature of the dependent variable as a
perception score. Perceptions of this component may have been interpreted differently by
respondents. Natural Disasters p=.442, Political Events p=.862, Police Generated Events
p=.933, COVID-19 p=.249. This confirmed the null hypothesis.

Table 17
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Community

Robust
Std. Errora
8.880
.129
.280

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-13.532
22.391
-.277
.247
-.785
.349

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
4.429
.499
.621
Years of Experience
-.015
-.118
.907
# Types of Natural
-.218
-.777
.442
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-.072
.410
-.175
.862
-.900
Events
# Types of Police
-.036
.424
-.085
.933
-.893
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
-.958
.819
-1.170
.249
-2.616
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
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.757
.821
.699

The data in Table 18 presented the results of a General Linear Model using an OLS
Regressions with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’
Leadership Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Professional Development as the dependent
variable and accounting for all controls. With reference to RQ1, there was not a significant
impact of any type of crisis on principals’ allotment of resources toward professional
development. This was in part due to the nature of the dependent variable as a perception score.
Perceptions of this component may have been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural
Disasters p=.945, Political Events p=.318, Police Generated Events p=.780, COVID-19 p=.831.
This supported the null hypothesis.

Table 18
Main Effects: % Daily Resources Devoted to Professional Development

Robust
Std. Errora
11.685
.530
1.848

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-15.858
31.413
-1.059
1.085
-3.610
3.867

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
7.778
.666
.510
Years of Experience
.013
.024
.981
# Types of Natural
.129
.070
.945
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-1.721
1.701
-1.012
.318
-5.161
1.719
Events
# Types of Police
.450
1.603
.281
.780
-2.792
3.693
Generated Events
Served as Administrator -1.040
4.831
-.215
.831
-10.812
8.731
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
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The data in Table 19 presented the results of a General Linear Model using an OLS
Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’
Leadership Perceptions, with academic learning environment as the dependent variable and
accounting for all controls. With reference to RQ1, there was not a significant impact of any type
of crisis on principals’ perceptions on promoting an academic learning environment. This was in
part due to the nature of the dependent variable as a perception score. Perceptions of this
component may have been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural Disasters p=.855,
Political Events p=.720, Police Generated Events p=.906, COVID-19 p=.312. This confirmed
the null hypothesis.

Table 19
Main Effects: Perceptions of Promoting an Academic Learning Climate

Robust
Std. Errora
5.693
.102
.147

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-7.313
15.699
-.399
.015
-.270
.324

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
4.193
.737
.466
Years of Experience
-.192
-1.878
.068
# Types of Natural
.027
.184
.855
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-.058
.162
-.361
.720
-.385
Events
# Types of Police
-.025
.206
-.119
.906
-.441
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
.519
.507
1.024
.312
-.505
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method
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.269
.392
1.544

The data in Table 20 presented the results of a General Linear Model using an OLS
Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’
Leadership Perceptions, with managing the educational production function as the dependent
variable and accounting for all controls. With reference to RQ1, there was not a significant
impact of any type of crisis on principals’ perceptions on managing the educational production
function. This was in part due to the nature of the dependent variable as a perception score.
Perceptions of this component may have been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural
Disasters p=.487, Political Events p=.359, Police Generated Events p=.903, COVID-19 p=.061.
This confirmed the null hypothesis.
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Table 20
Main Effects: Perceptions of Managing the Educational Production Function

Robust
Std. Errora
2.368
.088
.113

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-.428
9.145
-.418
-.062
-.149
.307

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
4.358
1.840
.073
Years of Experience
-.240
-2.731
.009
# Types of Natural
.079
.701
.487
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-.134
.144
-.928
.359
-.425
Events
# Types of Police
-.021
.173
-.122
.903
-.370
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
.687
.357
1.925
.061
-.034
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method

.157
.328
1.409

The data presented in Table 21 provided the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’ Leadership Perceptions, with
Developing Mission and Goals as the dependent variable and accounting for all controls. With
reference to RQ1, there was not a significant impact of any type of crisis on principals’
perceptions on developing missions and goals. This was in part due to the nature of the
dependent variable as a perception score. Perceptions of this component may have been
interpreted differently by respondents. Natural Disasters p=.988, Political Events p=.583, Police
Generated Events p=.329, COVID-19 p=.154 This confirmed the null hypothesis.
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Table 21
Main Effects: Perceptions of Developing Mission and Goals

Robust
Std. Errora
5.379
.113
.201

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-6.454
15.289
-.438
.017
-.404
.410

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
4.417
.821
.416
Years of Experience
-.211
-1.873
.068
# Types of Natural
.003
.015
.988
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-.111
.200
-.554
.583
-.515
Events
# Types of Police
-.237
.240
-.989
.329
-.723
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
.924
.637
1.452
.154
-.362
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method

.294
.248
2.211

The data presented in Table 22 showed the results of a General Linear Model using an
OLS Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Crisis on Principals’
Leadership Perceptions, with developing a supportive working environment as the dependent
variable and accounting for all controls. With reference to RQ1, there was not a significant
impact of any type of crisis on principals’ perceptions on developing a supportive work
environment. This was in part due to the nature of the dependent variable as a perception score.
Perceptions of this component may have been interpreted differently by respondents. Natural
Disasters p=.194, Political Events p=.642, Police Generated Events p=.790, COVID-19 p=.839.
This confirmed the null hypothesis.
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Table 22
Main Effects: Perceptions of Developing a Supportive Work Environment

Robust
Std. Errora
7.216
.103
.141

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-10.802
18.416
-.405
.013
-.099
.472

Parameter
B
t
Sig.
Intercept
3.807
.528
.601
Years of Experience
-.196
-1.899
.065
# Types of Natural
.187
1.322
.194
Disaster Crisis
# Types of Political
-.069
.147
-.469
.642
-.367
Events
# Types of Police
-.060
.226
-.268
.790
-.517
Generated Events
Served as Administrator
.085
.414
.205
.839
-.753
Prior to School
Closures due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic
a. Results from General Linear Model with Robust Standard Errors- HC3 method

.229
.397
.922

Summary results for research question one did not find a statistical significance in twelve
of the thirteen areas tested. However, Police Generated Events p=.027, Table 12, was significant
and COVID-19 p=.059, Table 12, was approaching significance and appears to have some
impact on the principals’ and assistant principals’ allotment of resources toward academics. This
would suggest that certain types of crises may have a more immediate impact in this area by
affecting time allotted, specifically in how principals and assistant principals spend their time in
the area of academics. The known importance of instructional leadership during crises in the role
of school principals supports this finding (Brown, 2018). This data supports the hypothesis that
the presence of these two crises, Police generated events and COVID-19, have impacted how
principals and assistant principals perceive their ability to address academics in their schools.
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Research Question Two
Research question two was designed to test the research question (RQ2) to what extent
does the school principals and assistant principals’ experience in leadership roles influence their
perceptions of instructional leadership practices. The following tables and figures referenced in
the analysis of RQ2 were created in conjunction with RQ1 and are used to describe the
dependent variable, independent variables, and controls identified in the statistical model
selected.
The data in Table 10 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard
Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Operations as the dependent variable and accounting for
all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 10 above indicates that there was not a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward operations. As with the
previous question, respondent perceptions scores must be interpreted gingerly. The lack of
significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.225. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
The data reported in Table 11 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Safety as the dependent variable and accounting for all
controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 11 above indicated that there is not a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward safety. The lack of
significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
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noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.582. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
The data reported in Table 12 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Operations as the dependent variable and accounting for
all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 12 above indicated that there is not a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward academics. The lack of
significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.259. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
Data reported in Table 13 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Personnel as the dependent variable and accounting for
all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 13 above indicated that there is not a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward personnel. The lack of
significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.380. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
The data reported in Table 14 indicated the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Discipline as the dependent variable and accounting for
all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 14 above indicated that there is not a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward discipline. The lack of
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significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.624. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
The data presented in Table 15 shows the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: School Culture as the dependent variable and accounting
for all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 15 above indicated that there is not a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward school culture. The lack of
significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.800. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
The data represented in Table 16 described the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Student Culture as the dependent variable and accounting
for all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 16 above indicated that there is not a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward student culture. The lack
of significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.909. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
Data listed in Table 17 reported the results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard
Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Community as the dependent variable and accounting for
all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 17 above indicates that there is not a significant
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influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward community. The lack of
significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator by the respondent as
noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.907. The null hypothesis was
confirmed.
Data represented in Table 18 reported the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with Resource Allotment: Professional Development as the dependent variable and
accounting for all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 18 above indicated that there is not a
significant influence of principals’ experience on their resource allotment toward professional
development. The lack of significance can be attributed to differing interpretation of the indicator
by the respondent as noted previously in the limitations of the study. Experience p=.981. The
null hypothesis was confirmed.
The data presented in Table 19 described the results of an OLS Regression with Robust
Standard Errors that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Perceptions, with academic learning environment as the dependent variable and accounting for
all controls. With reference to RQ2, Table 19 above indicated that there is an approaching
significant influence of principals’ experience on their perceptions on promoting an academic
learning climate. This level approaching significance may be explained by the how the indicator
is written with greater detail in the survey itself. Therefore, the respondents, had a more defined
set of choices within this section, as described by the Murphy Model of Instructional Leadership
(1990). Experience p=.068.
The results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard Errors that tested the main
effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership Perceptions, with managing the
103

educational production function as the dependent variable and accounting for all controls is
presented in Table 20. With reference to RQ2, Table 20 above indicated that there is a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their perceptions on managing the educational production
function. Experience p=.009. Results indicate that the more experienced principals become, the
more negative their perceptions of managing the educational production function becomes.
Again, this may be explained by who the respondents interpreted the indicator during within the
questionnaire. This significance is also supported by the research around principal retention
rates, citing that working conditions play an impactful part in their decision to leave over time
(Dicke et al., 2020; Levin et al., 2019).
Data in Table 21 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard Errors
that tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership Perceptions,
with Developing Mission and Goals as the dependent variable and accounting for all controls.
With reference to RQ2, Table 21 above indicated that there is not quite a significant influence of
principals’ experience on their perceptions on promoting an academic learning climate. This
level approaching significance may be explained by the how the indicator is written with greater
detail in the survey itself. Therefore, the respondents, had a more defined set of choices within
this section, as described by the Murphy Model of Instructional Leadership (1990). Experience
p=.068. This result bears additional discernment since results were significant at the p=.10 level.
Table 22 presented the results of an OLS Regression with Robust Standard Errors that
tested the main effects of Experience on Principals’ Instructional Leadership Perceptions, with
developing a supportive working environment as the dependent variable and accounting for all
controls. With reference to RQ, Table 22 above indicated that there is not quite a significant
influence of principals’ experience on their perceptions of developing a supportive work
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environment. Experience p=.065. This result bears additional discernment since results are
significant at the p=.10 level.
Summary results for research question two did not find a statistical significance in twelve
of the thirteen areas tested. Therefore, the null hypothesis was confirmed in most cases.
However, length of experience appears to prove that there is a significant influence of principals’
and assistant principals’ experience on their perceptions of managing the educational production
function, Experience p=.009
Additionally, three of the identified areas are approaching significant impact on the
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of the following instructional leadership
practices, promoting an academic learning environment p=.068, promoting an academic learning
climate p=.068, and developing a supportive work environment p=.065. This may be attributed
to the additional clarity withing the questions as part of the questionnaire design.
Research Question Three
Research question three was designed to test if school principals and assistant principals
experience in school leadership modifies the impact that experiencing crisis events has on their
perceptions of instructional leadership practices. The null hypothesis was perceptions of
instructional leadership practices are not affected by level of experience and the presence of
crises. The following tables describe the dependent variables and independent variables in the
statistical model selected. The moderating control variables were deselected for this RQ due to
the enormity and volume of statistical stretch required for the sample size.
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Natural Disasters
Data in Table 23 presents results from a moderated OLS regression with Robust Standard
Errors, that explored the moderated impact of years of experience and natural disasters on
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of instructional leadership practices. Given the
continuous nature of one of the primary independent variables (years of experience), an OLS
regression was preferable over other statistical tests, such as ANOVA, which required
independent variables to be categorical in nature. Although Table 23 provides the parameter
estimates for the regression model, it does not reveal much concerning the significance of the
hypothesized interaction. Creating tables that plot the marginal effects of the interaction term
was needed.
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Table 23
Interaction of Experience and Natural Disasters
(1)
Promoting
Academic
Learning
Climate
-0.0277
(-0.42)

(2)
Managing
Educational
Production
Function
-0.0514
(-1.03)

(3)
Developing
Mission and
Goals

(4)
Designing
Supportive Work
Environment

0.00682
(0.10)

-0.0261
(-0.42)

0.535
(1.22)

0.696*
(2.09)

0.932*
(2.42)

0.607
(1.55)

Years of
Administrative
Experience # # Types
of Natural Disasters

-0.0601
(-1.03)

-0.0765+
(-1.77)

-0.103*
(-2.02)

-0.0536
(-1.04)

# Types of Political
Events

0.0818
(0.67)

0.0327
(0.31)

0.00835
(0.06)

0.121
(1.03)

# Type of Police
Generated Events

-0.109
(-0.69)

-0.147
(-0.95)

-0.370*
(-2.22)

-0.257
(-1.59)

Served as Principal
prior to COVID-19
response

0.126
(0.41)

0.445+
(1.68)

0.740*
(2.14)

0.238
(0.80)

4.364***
(14.03)
56

4.357***
(14.54)
56

3.825***
(10.28)
56

4.310***
(13.24)
54

Years of
Administrative
Experience
# Types of Natural
Disasters

Constant
Observations

The second graph of Figure 3 indicated that the interaction was not significant with
relation to promoting academic learning climates, as the confidence intervals include 0 along the
values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was confirmed.
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Figure 5
Figure 3. Interaction of Experience and Natural Disasters on Promoting Academic Learning
Climates

The second graph of Figure 4 shows the confidence interval of this interaction where the
dependent variable represents principals’ perceptions of managing educational production
function. Here, since the confidence intervals do not surround 0 at values of experience between
roughly 3-7 years, the moderated impact of years of experience is significant. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was rejected. The graph on the left, in Figure 4, illustrates the substantive
interpretation. This graph illuminated how years of experience with natural disasters increase
over time, principals and assistant principals’ perceptions of their ability to manage the education
production function are impacted negatively.
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Figure 4. Interaction of Experience and Natural Disasters on Managing Educational Production
Function

The second graph of Figure 5 shows the confidence interval of this interaction where the
dependent variable represents principals’ perceptions of managing educational production
function. Here, since the confidence intervals do not surround 0 at low values of experience,
from roughly 0-8 years, we identified that there was significance between the moderated impact
of years of experience on developing mission and goals. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected. The graph on the left assists with the substantive interpretation.
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Figure 5. Interaction of Experience and Natural Disasters on Developing Mission and Goals

The second graph Figure 6 shows us that the interaction is significant with relation to
promoting academic learning climates, as the confidence intervals include 0 along the values of
years of experience. The null hypothesis was rejected as the graphs show there to be a moderated
effect of experience and crises on principals and assistant principals’ perceptions of developing a
supportive work environment.

Figure 6. Interaction of Experience and Natural Disasters on Developing Supportive Work
Environment
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Political Events
Data in Table 24 presents results from a moderated OLS regression with Robust Standard
Errors, that explores the moderated impact of years of experience and political events on
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of instructional leadership practices. Given the
continuous nature of one of the primary independent variables (years of experience), an OLS
regression was preferable over other statistical tests, such as ANOVA, which require
independent variables to be categorical in nature. Although Table 24 provides the parameter
estimates for the regression model. Creating tables that plot the marginal effects of the
interaction term was needed to further identify significance.
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Table 24
Interaction of Experience and Political Events
(1)
Promoting
Academic
Learning
Climate
-0.0726
(-1.24)

(2)
Managing
Educational
Production
Function
-0.105+
(-1.94)

(3)
Developing
Mission and
Goals
-0.0692
(-1.12)

(4)
Designing
Supportive
Work
Environment
-0.0655
(-1.09)

0.266
(0.95)

0.300
(1.25)

0.333
(1.06)

0.289
(1.00)

Years of
Administrative
Experience # #
Types of Political
Events

-0.0248
(-0.56)

-0.0358
(-0.98)

-0.0437
(-0.98)

-0.0227
(-0.52)

# Types of Natural
Disasters

0.0517
(0.42)

0.0808
(0.82)

0.103
(0.67)

0.176
(1.63)

# Type of Police
Generated Events

-0.00343
(-0.03)

-0.0121
(-0.09)

-0.189
(-1.25)

-0.164
(-1.14)

Served as Principal
prior to COVID-19
response

0.0599
(0.22)

0.359
(1.56)

0.626+
(2.00)

0.178
(0.65)

Constant

4.540***
(11.04)
56

4.555***
(11.34)
56

4.120***
(8.61)
56

4.465***
(9.80)
54

Years of
Administrative
Experience
# Types of Political
Events

Observations

results from OLS regression with robust standard errors
+
p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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The second graph of Figure 7 indicates that the interaction is not significant with relation
to promoting academic learning climates, as the confidence intervals include 0 along the values
of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 7. Interaction of Experience and Political Events on Promoting Academic Learning
Climates

The second graph of Figure 8 indicates that the interaction is not significant with relation
to managing education production function, as the confidence intervals include 0 along the
values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.
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Figure 8. Interaction of Experience and Political Events on Managing Education Production
Function

The second graph of Figure 9 indicates that the interaction is not significant with relation
to developing mission and goals as the confidence intervals include 0 along the values of years of
experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 9. Interaction of Experience and Political Events on Developing Mission and Goals
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The second graph of Figure 10 indicates that the interaction is not significant with
relation to developing a supportive work environment, as the confidence intervals include 0
along the values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 10. Interaction of Experience and Political Events on Developing Supportive Work
Environment

Police Generated Events
Data in Table 25 presents results from a moderated OLS regression with Robust Standard
Errors, that explored the moderated impact of years of experience and police generated events on
principals’ perceptions of instructional leadership practices. Given the continuous nature of one
of the primary independent variables (years of experience), an OLS regression was preferable
over other statistical tests, such as ANOVA, which required independent variables to be
categorical in nature. Although Table 25 provides the parameter estimates for the regression
model. Creating tables that plot the marginal effects of the interaction term was needed.
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Table 25
Interaction of Experience and Police Generated Events
(1)
Promoting
Academic
Learning
Climate
0.0202
(0.27)

(2)
Managing
Educational
Production
Function
-0.0363
(-0.64)

(3)
Developing
Mission and
Goals
0.0546
(0.74)

(4)
Designing
Supportive
Work
Environment
-0.00908
(-0.14)

0.473
(1.27)

0.396
(1.20)

0.478
(1.32)

0.150
(0.44)

Years of
Administrative
Experience # # Type
of Police Generated
Events

-0.0743
(-1.18)

-0.0642
(-1.16)

-0.105+
(-1.74)

-0.0491
(-0.83)

# Types of Political
Events

0.0914
(0.72)

0.0358
(0.32)

0.0180
(0.13)

0.124
(1.02)

# Types of Natural
Disasters

0.0327
(0.27)

0.0627
(0.63)

0.0755
(0.50)

0.163
(1.49)

Served as Principal
prior to COVID-19
response

0.0712
(0.26)

0.377
(1.59)

0.647*
(2.13)

0.189
(0.68)

Constant

4.027***
(9.23)
56

4.201***
(12.29)
56

3.453***
(7.57)
56

4.164***
(10.94)
54

Years of
Administrative
Experience
# Type of Police
Generated Events

Observations

The second graph of Figure 11 indicates that the interaction is not significant with
relation to promoting academic learning climates, as the confidence intervals include 0 along the
values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.
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Figure 11. Interaction of Experience and Police Generated Events on Promoting Academic
Learning Climates

The second graph of Figure 12 indicates that the interaction is not significant with
relation to managing education production function, as the confidence intervals include 0 along
the values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 12. Interaction of Experience and Police Generated Events on Managing Education
Production Function
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The second graph of Figure 13 indicates that the interaction is not significant with
relation to developing mission and goals as the confidence intervals include 0 along the values of
years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 13. Interaction of Experience and Police Generated Events on Developing Mission and
Goals

The second graph of Figure 14 indicates that the interaction is not significant with
relation to developing a supportive work environment, as the confidence intervals include 0
along the values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.
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Figure 14. Interaction of Experience and Police Generated Events on Developing a Supportive
Work Environment

COVID-19 Pandemic
Data in Table 26 provided the results from a moderated OLS regression with Robust
Standard Errors, that explored the moderated impact of years of experience and COVID-19 on
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of instructional leadership practices. Given the
continuous nature of one of the primary independent variables (years of experience), an OLS
regression was preferable over other statistical tests, such as ANOVA, which required
independent variables to be categorical in nature. Although Table 26 provided the parameter
estimates for the regression model. For this it is necessary to turn to tables that plot the marginal
effects of the interaction term. The creation of tables that plotted the marginal effects of the
interaction term was needed.
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Table 26
Interaction of Experience and COVID-19 Pandemic
(1)
Promoting
Academic
Learning
Climate
-0.230*
(-2.17)

(2)
Managing
Educational
Production
Function
-0.236**
(-2.72)

(3)
Developing
Mission and
Goals
-0.223+
(-1.78)

(4)
Designing
Supportive
Work
Environment
-0.245**
(-2.74)

Served as Principal
prior to COVID-19
response

-1.015
(-1.60)

-0.433
(-0.73)

-0.292
(-0.37)

-1.084
(-1.68)

Years of
Administrative
Experience # Served
as Principal prior to
COVID-19 response

0.166
(1.45)

0.124
(1.28)

0.144
(1.10)

0.194+
(1.92)

# Types of Political
Events

0.0909
(0.82)

0.0329
(0.33)

0.00572
(0.04)

0.136
(1.30)

# Types of Natural
Disasters

0.0362
(0.33)

0.0671
(0.72)

0.0871
(0.60)

0.160+
(1.77)

# Type of Police
Generated Events

0.00906
(0.07)

-0.00656
(-0.04)

-0.183
(-1.19)

-0.149
(-1.02)

Constant

5.522***
(10.03)
56

5.394***
(10.56)
56

5.108***
(7.39)
56

5.574***
(10.19)
54

Years of
Administrative
Experience

Observations

The second graph of Figure 15 indicated that the interaction was not significant with
relation to promoting academic learning climates, as the confidence intervals include 0 along the
values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.
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Figure 15. Interaction of Experience and COVID-19 on Promoting Academic Learning Climate

The second graph of Figure 16 explains that the interaction was not significant with
relation to managing education production function, as the confidence intervals include 0 along
the values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 16. Interaction of Experience and COVID-19 Managing Education Production Function
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The second graph of Figure 17 explains that the interaction was not significant with
relation to developing mission and goals as the confidence intervals include 0 along the values of
years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 17. Interaction of Experience and COVID-19 Developing Mission and Goals

The second graph of Figure 18 explains that the interaction was not significant with
relation to developing a supportive work environment, as the confidence intervals include 0
along the values of years of experience. The null hypothesis was accepted.
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Figure 18. Interaction of Experience and COVID-19 Developing Supportive Work Environment

Additional Analyses
Statistical analyses not included in the testing of the research questions were completed
to examine the results of the section on Job Satisfaction. This information was gathered to serve
as a potential area of interest for the population being studied. It was important to consider this
information in preparation for the findings, as it may provide additional information for future
endeavors in the field. This included examining the information collected about employee roles
and anticipated plans towards retirement, resignation, or relocation using descriptive statistics for
frequencies.
Data exhibiting the time left until participants qualify for retirement via Deferred
Retirement Option (DROP) across their respective roles is represented in Table 27. The table
shows that 57% of the sample serves as school principals and 41% as assistant principals. Only
one participant served in an alternative capacity. Moreover, we see that most participants have
more than five years left until they are eligible for the DROP program. Two Assistant Principals
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and three School Principals are in their last year before eligibility and, one principal has two or
more years until eligibility and six have 3-5 years until eligibility.
Represented in Figure 19 is the distribution of participants according to their eligibility
for the DROP retirement program. This data indicates that the vast majority of participants have
quite some time before they reach the end phase of their career, while about five participants are
in their last year of service prior to eligibility and an additional five with 3-5 years of service
before they reach eligibility. Only one participant had 2-3 years before DROP eligibility.

Figure 19. Population Characteristics: Years until Qualified for Deferred Retirement Option
Program (DROP)
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Table 27 Population Characteristics: Administrative Role by Years until Qualified for Deferred Retirement Option Program
Years Until Qualified for Deferred Retirement Option Program (DROP)
This is my last
year
2 more years
3-5 more years
5+ years
Total
Administrative Role
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
Assistant Principal
2
40.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
23
46.9%
25
41.0%
Principal
3
60.0%
1
100.0%
6
100.0%
25
51.0%
35
57.4%
Other
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
1
2.0%
1
1.6%
Total
5
100.0%
1
100.0%
6
100.0%
49
100.0%
61
100.0%

Table 28 Population Characteristics: Administrative Role by Years Intending to Continue Working in District
Years Intending to Continue Working in Current District
Administrative
This is my last
year
1 more year
2 more years 3-5 more years
5+ years
Role
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
Assistant Principal
2
66.7%
1
50.0%
0
0.0%
4
23.5%
18
47.4%
Principal
1
33.3%
1
50.0%
1
100.0% 13
76.5%
19
50.0%
Other
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
1
2.6%
Total
3
100.0%
2
100.0%
1
100.0% 17 100.0% 38 100.0%
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N
25
35
1
61

Total
%
41.0%
57.4%
1.6%
100.0%

In Figure 20 the data represented indicates the number of years participants intend on
continuing to work within their current district. The table shows that the majority of participants,
almost 40, intend to remain employed within the district for five or more years, while almost 20
intend to remain with the district for 3-5 years. These numbers drop substantially for participants
intending to remain with the district for less than three years. Considering results from this graph
against those from the previous, it appears that there are a number of individuals who intend to
leave the district prior to reaching DROP eligibility.

Figure 20. Years Intending to Continue Working in Current District
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Figure 21. Histogram of Overall Level of Satisfaction

The distribution of participants' Overall Level of Satisfaction with their employment is
shown in Figure 21 The data indicates that while some people express dissatisfaction,
participants demonstrate a generally mild level of satisfaction in their current administrative role
with the district.
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Figure 22. Levels of Satisfaction: Index Components

Figure 21 shows the mean index score of participants' overall level of satisfaction and the
median composite scores used to construct this measure. Here, we see that participants are
generally satisfied with their employment working conditions, level of decision-making
authority, and their access to professional learning opportunities. Most participants, however
express a general level of apathy in terms of the balance between their compensation and
financial obligations and the accountability systems and evaluation practices they are subjected
to within their employment environment.
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Table 29 Response Frequencies for Level of Satisfaction Composite Scores
Satisfaction:
Satisfaction:
Accountability
Compensation and
Satisfaction:
Systems and
Financial
Working
Evaluation
Obligations
Conditions
Practices

Very Unsatisfied
Unsatisfied
Neither Satisfied or Unsatisfied
Satisfied
Very Satisfied
Missing System

N
6
15
7
28
3
5

%
9.4%
23.4%
10.9%
43.8%
4.7%
7.8%

N
8
15
14
20
2
5

%
12.5%
23.4%
21.9%
31.3%
3.1%
7.8%
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N
0
14
19
23
3
5

%
0%
21.9%
29.7%
35.9%
4.7%
7.8%

Satisfaction:
Decision-Making
Authority

N
4
10
10
32
3
5

%
6.3%
15.6%
15.6%
50.0%
4.7%
7.8%

Satisfaction:
Access to
Professional
Learning
Opportunities
N
5
14
32
8
5
5

%
7.8%
21.9%
50.0%
12.5%
7.8%
7.8%

The data presented in Table 29 provides further insight into participants' satisfaction with
their employment. Here we see that participants express the greatest level of dissatisfaction in
terms of their compensation and financial obligations, with 12.5% of the sample being strongly
unsatisfied and 23.4% being dissatisfied. Interestingly, however, the distribution of responses,
here reflect almost a bimodal distribution, suggesting that there may be notable disparities in the
working conditions of principals and assistant principals across the district. We also see that
participants are most satisfied in terms of their decision-making authority, with 54.7%
responding either satisfied or strongly satisfied along this dimension.

Summary
In this chapter an introduction was given to explain the statistical tests and analyses
utilized in the presentation of the collected data. First, through descriptive statistics, a
demographic analysis of the sample was conducted using frequencies to describe the population.
In this section the variables and statistical methods were outlined and identified. Principal
perceptions of instructional leadership practices were identified consistently as the dependent
variable throughout each research question for inferential statistics. It was determined that due to
the design of the survey and impact results being studied that OLS regression testing was the best
method to use for each of the questions. In addition to this model, it was also determined that this
should include robust standard errors due to the continuous nature of the variables.
Results from the first research question and corresponding hypothesis indicated that there
was no reliable statistical significance in twelve of the thirteen tested components. One variable,
types of crises, aside from COVID-19 approaching significance, Police Generated events was the
only factor that supports the alternative hypothesis with statistical significance. This appeared to
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have a slight impact on the principals’ and assistant principals’ allotment of resources toward
academics. This could suggest that certain crises impact the amount of time principals and
assistant principals are able to dedicate to academics. Therefore, the hypothesis that school
principals who experience school crisis are more likely to hold negative perceptions of
leadership practices than those who do not, was not proven true by this study.
The second research question and corresponding hypothesis sought to investigate the
main effects of experience with the assertion that as school principals’ experience in school
leadership increases, so too does their perception of leadership practices. Length of experience
had a significant influence on principals and assistant principals’ perceptions of managing the
education production function. This portion of the questionnaire required respondents to answer
a well-defined descriptor. Management of the education production function is described as the
promotion of quality instruction, the supervision and evaluation of instructors, the allocation of
instructional time, the coordination of curriculum, and the continued monitoring of student
progress. There was a significant influence of principals’ experience on their perceptions on
managing the educational production function. The results here indicated that as experience
increased, perceptions scores decreased. Potential reasons for this occurrence include reduced
job satisfaction and increased stress (Levin et. All, 2019). Experience p=.009.
There were also some approaching significant results in regard to the impact experience
has on perceptions of promoting an academic learning environment p=.68, promoting and
academic learning climate p=.68, and developing a supportive work environment p=.65. The
third research question did produce a conclusive determination that the experience of school
principals and assistant principals and the presence of crises had a moderated impact on their
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perceptions of instructional leadership practices. Only approaching significance was determined
present when testing for the interaction of natural disasters.
A summary of the additional analyses with specific regard to job satisfaction and
retention shows that in this study, the respondents were primarily neither satisfied nor unsatisfied
with the employment environment as a whole. Of significance is also that a predominant portion
of individuals are prepared to leave the school district prior to reaching DROP eligibility.
The quantitative findings of this study did not wholly support the research in the literature
review in that extreme circumstances impair the functions of instructional leadership practices as
perceived by principals and assistant principals. However, the presence of crises was shown to be
an area that impacted satisfaction levels in the areas of working conditions and financial
compensation. The final chapter will detail findings in relationship to their hypotheses and
additional analyses with recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
The results of the analysis from the collected data from the ILJSRS was presented in the
preceding chapter. Chapter Five includes a summary of the study, discussion of the findings,
limitations, implications for practice, implications for policy, recommendations for further
research, and conclusions. This chapter expanded upon the research that was conducted to
develop the theory that significant school crises impact principals and assistant principals and
influence their ability to act as instructional leaders in many ways.
In all, this chapter builds upon the relationships studied between a school principal’s
length of level experience and their perceptions of instructional leadership practices.
Additionally, this chapter examines the types of crises and its influence on perceptions of
instructional leadership practices, and lastly an examination of how both crises, and experience
influence perceptions is reviewed. Additionally, discussed in this chapter will be the synthesis of
information that leads to a connection between how the increased demands on school principals
and assistant principals impact their satisfaction in role.

Summary of the Study
While principals and assistant principals struggle with the growing demands of their
positions, it is important to study, how these demands can be leveraged in a manner that allows
the systems of support, accountability, and development to be adapted for sustainability (Reyes
et. al., 2021). An examination into the perceptions of instructional leadership practices of
principals and assistant principals was at the core of this study. The purpose in collecting these
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perceptions was to examine the impact of certain identified crises, as well as, how length of
experience played a role in the determination of these perceptions. The significance of this study
serves as a platform for future protocol and policy development for school districts as they adapt
to challenging employee shortfalls and on-going school crises. This study’s analysis provided
data directly related to instructional leadership practices, job satisfaction, and retention in the
presence of crises as a foundation for strategic action by school districts. Any adaptation by a
school district to address the information covered by this study would lead to the support of a
culture of continuous improvement.
A discussion of the findings follows in which an explanation of the statistical significance
and substantive results are unpacked. Even with little statistical significance reported, the main
effects of each hypothesis remain important to the field of study.
The purpose of this study was to look at the main effects that experience with crises, and
experience in the role of principal and assistant principal have on personal perceptions of
instructional leadership practices. Additionally, this study looked at the interaction effects that
crises and experience have on those same perceptions. The questionnaire centered around
perceptions questions derived from the Instructional Leadership Model developed by Murphy in
the late 1980s and became an integral part of the effective schools’ movement (Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985).
The Instructional Leadership, Job Satisfaction, and Retention Survey (ILJSRS) was
piloted, then delivered to 146 public and charter school principals and assistant principals via an
electronic link in one Central Florida school district. The survey was constructed to contain
demographic data, instructional leadership conceptual components, a self-reported inventory of
how the respondents spend their time at work, a job satisfaction component, and a detailed
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portion about experiences with various crises. The instructional leadership model theory used in
the survey construction collected self-reported perception scores across five reportable
categories; developing mission and goals; managing the educational production function;
promoting an academic learning environment; and developing a supportive work environment
measured on a five-point Likert scale (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).
Respondents were also asked to rate their satisfaction with their current position in
working conditions; compensation and financial obligations; accountability systems and
evaluation practices; decision-making authority; and access to professional development. Citing
a 2017 research study by the Learning Policy Institute, these categories were listed as the main
reasons school principals and assistant principals leave the field (Levin et. al., 2019). These
categories were organized into a Likert 5-point scale ranging from very unsatisfied to very
satisfied. Although this section was not directly related to the research questions from the study,
it served as an area for additional analyses.
Respondents were also given an opportunity to provide written responses to an openended question in the learning environment section about school crises. The sparse number of
responses did not warrant further examination into this particular question. It is worthy to note,
that one response clearly indicated that one respondent of the 83 total participants, felt
comfortable enough to share their concerns about how workplace culture and lack of autonomy
influence their own satisfaction at work.
The study included 146 total possible respondents, of which 83 participated in the
electronically delivered survey. The sample population included principals and assistant
principals at both public and charter schools in one Central Florida school district. The
quantitative sample included a breakdown of demographic data by job title, school type, gender,
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length of service, school Title I designation. This study included three research questions
corresponding null hypotheses.
1. To what extent does the variety of crises school principals and assistant principals
experience impact their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
2. To what extent does the school principals and assistant principals’ experience in leadership
roles influence their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
3. To what extent does the experience level of school principals and assistant principals in
school leadership modify the impact that experiencing crisis events have on their
perceptions of instructional leadership practices?
Research questions one and two tested the main effects between the independent variable
(type of crises, length of experience), and the dependent variable (instructional leadership
perception scores), all of which were continuous in nature. To measure these effects an OLS
regression statistical model was performed.
The third research question was designed to measure the interaction effect that years of
experience modifies the impact that experiencing crises have on principals’ perception of
instructional leadership practices. This question also required the use of an OLS regression with
robust standard errors as the statistical model.
Additional analyses were conducted to investigate how the respondents felt about the five
main contributors to leaving the profession. This included an analysis of their feelings toward
working conditions, compensation, professional development, decision-making authority, and
accountability /evaluation.
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Discussion of the Findings
Many researchers have studied the impact of instructional leadership practices over the
last four decades with the development of the concept and theory of practice (Campbell, et.al.,
2019; Dufour & Marzano, 2011; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hattie, 2009). Various researchers
have also studied how crisis management influences school function and student achievement
(Allen et al., 2020; Carlson et al., 2010; Corbett et. al., 2020; Eren, 2019). Additionally, there is a
growing body of research in the study of what influences educator retention (Anderson et al.,
2020; Bracket et.al, 2010; Cieminski, 2018). The goal of this study was to determine if there
were a statistical significance of the relationships between crises experienced, experience levels
in roles, and the perceived ability of principals and assistant principals to be effective
instructional leaders. This section discusses the study’s findings and implications of the three
research questions and corresponding hypotheses.
Research Question One
To what extent does the variety of crises school principals and assistant principals
experience impact their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?

Figure 23. Research Question 1

Research question number one was designed to test the hypothesis that there is a
relationship between the variety of crises school principals and assistant principal’s experience
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and their perceptions of instructional leadership practices than those who do not. As stated in the
literature review, principals who lose the ability to make clearly delineated decisions between
their mission and the crises itself, ultimately impede school achievement (Khudari, 2003). The
findings from research question one overall did not fully support that there is a statistical
significance in the main effects of experience with crises on the perceptions of instructional
leadership practices of principals and assistant principals.
The link between crisis management and instructional leadership requires leadership that
is stable, shared, and emotionally intelligent (Fernandez & Shaw, 2020). Striking this balance
while maintaining school function is presumably difficult. Therefore, in this study, experience
with four types of crises (natural disasters, political events, police generated events, COVID-19)
was tested against the main effects of the percentage of daily resources devoted to operations,
safety, academics, personnel, discipline, school culture, student culture, community, and
professional development. The same four crises were also tested against participant perceptions
of their ability to promote an academic learning climate; manage the education production
function; develop mission and goals; and develop a supportive work environment.
School principals and assistant principals have been working in the face of crises for the
better part of two years, and according to the prior research, the attention they are able to devote
to instructional leadership stalls when there is interference from competing factors (Curran et. al,
2020). Principals and assistant principals did not respond in a way that indicates that the presence
of and experience with school crises strongly impacted their perceptions of their own
instructional leadership practices as previous research suggested (Anderson et al., 2020; Carlson
et al., 2010).
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However, Police Generated events (p = .027), was the only factor that supported the
alternative hypothesis with statistical significance and deserves further attention. In the wake of
continued school-shootings and other acts of violence on campuses across the United States, the
personal perceived ability of school principals and assistant principals to be the leading learner
on campus is increasingly difficult and is supported by this study. Principals and assistant
principals indicated that in the face of a violent crises they were less likely to be able to lead at
high levels in ways that promoted instruction.
Although, one test in this study, COVID-19 was found to be statistically significant for
influencing the education production function at the p=0.10 level. This component constitutes a
leader’s expertise in promoting quality instruction; supervising and evaluating instruction;
protecting instructional time; coordinating the curriculum; and monitoring student progress
(Murphy, 1990).
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Table 30
Murphy's (1990) Model of Instructional Leadership
Developing Mission and Managing the Education Promoting an Academic Developing a Supportive
Goals
Production Function
Learning Climate
Work Environment
Framing school goals
Communication school
goals

Promoting quality
instruction
Supervising and
evaluating instruction

Establishing positive
expectations and
standards
Maintaining high
visibility

Allocating and protecting
instructional time
Providing incentives for
teachers and students
Coordinating the
curriculum
Promoting professional
development
Monitoring student
progress

Creating a safe and
orderly environment
Providing opportunities
for meaningful student
involvement
Developing staff
collaboration and
cohesion
Securing outside
resources in school goals
Forging links between
home and school

As school leaders exit the COVID-19 pandemic in the midst of reopening schools, it
would make sense that this indicator shows some level of significance. This finding indicated
that this type of crisis negatively impacted a school principal or assistant principal’s own
perceptions of instructional leadership practices in the area that most directly affects student
outcomes. This could lead to an alignment of data to current studies being conducted around the
learning loss experienced during and after COVID-19. These previous studies indicated that it is
increasingly difficult to lead the learning for students without addressing the pre-existing
paradigms and the necessary shifts needed for school principals and assistant principals to be
successful instructional leaders (Fernandez & Shaw, 2020; Harris & Jones, 2020; Huber & Helm,
2020).
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Research Question Two
To what extent does the school principals and assistant principals’ experience in leadership
roles influence their perceptions of instructional leadership practices?

Figure 24. Research Question 2

Research question two was designed to test hypothesis that there is a relationship
between school principals and assistant principals’ experience in leadership and their perceptions
of instructional leadership practices. The role of school principal and assistant principal is
multifaceted, full of a robust and complex set of skills such as instructional leadership, facilities
management, human capital, and stakeholder relationships (Dufour and Marzano, 2011). As in
research question one, research question two did not produce statistically significant results in
every area of the perception scores related to experience for school principals and assistant
principals. This isolated finding was not something that was prevalent in the research as the body
of research did not indicate a definitive relationship between experience and perceived
instructional leadership practices. However, the research did indicate that the presence of
instructional leadership practices positively effects the effectiveness of the school principal or
assistant principal (Allen et. al., 2015; Campbell et. al.; 2019; Crow et.al., 2017; Hallinger &
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Murphy, 1985; Heck et.al.; 1990; Leithwood & Sun, 2018). With a well-established relationship
between school principal and assistant principal effectiveness and the implementation of
instructional leadership practices one could assume that years of experience would have a
positive correlation due primarily to the concept that confidence and competence increase over
time. Researchers continue to document the connections between a healthy school culture, strong
instructional leadership, and employee stability (Marzano et. al, 2018).
Results from this research question’s analyses produced some findings that were
significant and some that were approaching significance which bears discussion. When years of
experience was measured against the perception scores for managing the education production
function, significance was established at the .05 level with a score of p=.009. According to this
response, the more experienced principals and assistant principals are, the more likely they are to
have negative perception scores. This reported score supports the null hypothesis, and also
provides a potential path for additional research to understand why negative perceptions occurred
with increased experience. Some studies have indicated that position burn-out, changes in
accountability measures, and periods of tumultuous turnover have impacted principal success
rates (Campbell et. al., 2019).
Also deserving analysis are three areas that had somewhat of a significant impact
between years of experience and perception scores. Promoting an academic learning
environment p =.068, promoting an academic learning climate p = .068, and developing a
supportive work environment p = .065 indicate significance at the .01 level. Based on the
question design and hypothesis, these are somewhat supportive of the null hypothesis that
experience influences instructional leadership perception scores. When reviewing the research
around these fields and acknowledging that there is not a correlation, this line of questions and
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the response should be met with some skepticism due to the sample size and instrumentation. A
portion of the questionnaire did not receive consistent responses which indicates there may be a
lack of understanding on the part of the respondent. Additionally, when viewing these results and
understanding this population of respondents, much of the administrative professional
development in recent past has been directly related to these three topics: promoting an academic
learning environment, promoting an academic learning climate, and developing a supportive
work environment.
Research Question 3
To what extent does the experience level of school principals and assistant principals in
school leadership modify the impact that experiencing crisis events have on their
perceptions of instructional leadership practices?

Figure 25. Research Question 3

Research question three was designed to test the hypothesis that School principals’
experience in school leadership modifies the impact that experiencing crisis events has on their
perceptions of instructional leadership practices. Experience was used to determine the
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moderated interaction crises played on the perception scores for instructional leadership
practices. This interaction is not represented exactly by the literature available as it is designed
for this study. This unique approach did not produce statistically significant results on how
experiences with crises and years of experience influence perceptions of instructional leadership
practices. However, partial significance was found again in managing the education production
function. This area appeared as a point of interest in all three research questions.
As the data indicated in the second graph of Figure 4, experience levels of 3-7 years seem
to be where the strongest interaction occurs between crises experienced and perceptions of
instructional leadership practices. Prior research has stated that working conditions play an
integral role in retaining school principals and assistant principals, and that diverted attention
from student achievement impacts performance negatively (Levin et. al., 2019), therefore this
pivotal point could influence school district policy around leadership support systems. This leads
to a potential area of additional study as research has indicated that school principals, much like
teachers, tend to leave their positions around the 3-5 year mark (Levin et.al., 2019).
As mentioned earlier in the chapter, the literature review produced a gap in the research
with how these how three components influence a leader’s decision to remain in the field. The
findings of this study sought to establish a pathway to understanding how the demands of being
an instructional leader, the crises impacting schools, and the years of experience can help the
field adapt to promote leadership and principal retention.

Limitations
There are some important limitations worthy of discussion that surround this study. This
study was limited to one sample of school principals and assistant principals in one Central
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Florida school district. The study was conducted in a quick time frame during a busy time of the
school year. This time frame was set by the participating district and required their approval to
conduct.
Additional limitations reside within the design of the questionnaire itself. The allocation
of time and resources component had many respondents that did not properly follow directions
for the question type, therefore it impacted the reliability of the results in that area.
ThePOPCheck additive measure of nine categories, should have added up to 100 for each
participant. The information displayed in Table 8, however, suggested that there may have been
problems with either the question wording or participants understanding/adherence to
instructions, because there were a wide range of responses. It would behoove any further
research to critically construct this type of question design as to ensure accurate data is collected.
However, one should note that the limitations of the study still provided the researcher with
information relevant to the field and further study.

Implications for Practice
The concept that school principal/ assistant principal as instructional leader has been a
part of institution of school for quite some time (Allen et.al., 2015; Campbell et. al., 2019; Crow
et.al., 2017; Darling-Hammond, 2011; Dufour & Marzano, 2011; Murphy, 1990). Investing in
the development of teacher leaders into school leaders is a necessary part of how systems are
sustained nation-wide (Eren, 2019). Knowing that fewer teachers are choosing to enter the
profession and even fewer are entering administrative positions (Nuermerski et.al, 2018; Pilar,
2016) requires organizations to assess, monitor, and evaluate the health and well-being of their
current leaders, while simultaneously developing a pipeline of new leaders (Levin et.al., 2019).
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This study identified that the most significant components of instructional leadership are
impacted by both experience and crises to some degree. Police generated events and COVID-19
have significantly impaired principals and assistant principals’ perceptions of their instructional
leadership practices according to this study. This impact is seen in the most critical components
of instructional leadership, academics and managing the education production function.
This study also showcased that a substantial portion of the respondents were unsatisfied
with their working conditions, which has been listed as one the five reasons school principals and
assistant principals choose to exit the profession (Levin et.al., 2019; Lemoine et al., 2020).
School district leaders can utilize this study in the development of the support systems for
the recruitment, retention, and development of a high-quality principal work force. The Learning
Policy Institute has identified five areas as important to school leader job satisfaction: working
conditions, compensation, decision-making authority, accountability systems, and access to
professional development (Levin et.al., 2019). Results such as those collected by this study can
provide insightful information into the health of the administrative workforce, thus allowing the
district to analyze the responses against current practices. Opening this type of dialogue could
prove beneficial to the organization as a whole. Organizations where people feel supported,
valued, and respected are less likely to experience high rates of turnover across all roles
(Skaalvik, 2020).
Research has proven that employee recruitment and retention are vital to the
sustainability of high functioning organizations (Tucker & Ruizzi, 2016). School district human
resources departments could conduct job satisfaction assessments to promote employment with
their organization as a recruitment tool. An analysis of employee survey data of this kind would
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allow the organization to benchmark their current results so that they could work towards
improvement in their established processes.
The district professional development department could also use data collected to tailor
learning opportunities, strengthen mentorship, and outsource professional development when
necessary. It is evident from the research that the concept of instructional leadership has many
important components which deserve discussion. This study highlighted the components
developed in the Murphy Model (1990) and expanded upon in the research by Hallinger and
Wang (2015) and TNTP (2017). Creating a strong alignment between instructional leadership
and academic achievement will allow the system to strengthen its core performance. School
districts could use this study to determine areas of both strength and opportunity for developing
the leaders within the district.

Implications for Policy
This research study may be useful to policymakers in the areas of school finance and
resource allocation. The return-on-investment concept is not lost in settings where human capital
is concerned. In this case, human capital is at the heart of the findings. This study indicated that
crises and years of experience play a part in influencing how school principals and assistant
principals perceive their ability to be effective instructional leaders. In the presence of crises,
school principals and assistant principals are struggling to manage their roles, this is especially
clear in the area of academics and the components tied to instructional leadership surrounding
academics. This is a primary function of schools and therefore a primary responsibility of school
leaders. It is well-researched that strong instructional leaders have a positive impact on student
achievement, the primary goal of school institutions (Heck, 1990; Leithwood & Sun, 2018;
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Marks & Printy, 2003). Additionally, the study indicated that a substantial portion of the
respondents felt unsatisfied with their working conditions and their compensation packages.
Typically speaking, school principals do not fall into a bargaining unit, therefore school district
finance officers may be able to utilize this study in ways that influence their policy and
development of compensation packages.
When policymakers plan for the allocation of resources it would behoove them to think
about how their systems support crisis management initiatives. This study showed, in part, that
school crises have an impact on instructional leadership practices. Therefore, it stands to reason,
that some time and energy should be spent in how school leaders are supported through crises.
This is in direct alignment with some of the reasons school leaders choose to leave the
profession. Working conditions, professional development, and compensation bear a financial
significance to school systems in terms of recruitment and retention costs. The national average
tenure of school principals was 4 years or less in 2016-17, depending on the socioeconomic
status of the school (Levin et al., 2019). Turnover in leadership is disruptive and costly, in
addition to the effects it imposes on student achievement.
This study, as represented in Figure 26 below, suggested the that the portion of the
instructional leadership model, “Managing the Education Production Function”, had an impact
on self-perception scores, experience and presence of crises, as well the years of experience in
the role. This area of the Instructional Leadership Model (Murphy, 1990) encompasses the bulk
of a school principal or assistant principals’ intended daily duties in the systems as they are
currently designed.

148

Figure 26. Diagram of Findings

Recommendations for Further Research
The goal of this study was to establish a significance in the main effects that years of
experience and school crises have on perceptions of instructional leadership practices for school
principals and assistant principals. A questionnaire was developed, and respondent data was
collected to answer three research questions related to this goal. The statistical analyses for each
question were studied and produced insignificant results. Although the findings were
predominantly insignificant, the limitations of the study are useful to discuss, and the study does
warrant further research.
One limitation of this study rests in the small sample size. Although the response rate for
completed surveys was 58% (n=83), only 38% (n=54) of the total population filled out the
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survey correctly and completely. This indicates that perhaps the directions or question format
were not clear to the participants. This is evidenced in the section of the questionnaire titled,
Allocation of Resources and Time, which asked the respondents to calculate the percentage of
time they spend in each of the eight listed instructional leadership categories with a total of the
categories to equal 100%. The range of answers totaled 37-232. Even though the responses were
flawed, how school principals perceive their time spent still provides the research community
with valuable information. This is especially true considering the current data on principals
leaving the profession at exceedingly higher rates than prior to the Pandemic, while citing low
pay, lack of opportunity for advancement, and feeling disrespected at work (Parker et. al, 2021).
Another limitation of this study includes the predominance of public school, elementary
level respondents. Developing a conclusive generalization would require further analysis into the
responses of various school levels to determine if the responses were generalizable at each level.
It would also be beneficial to collect more data from non-public schools to analyze the
experiences and perceptions of their leaders in comparison. It might also prove interesting to
conduct a district-to-district comparison of school principal and assistant principal responses.
This could be beneficial in determining the effects of a healthy employee climate and culture on
the recruitment and retention practices. This type of research could also help identify how the
impact of trauma effects areas of socioeconomic difference and geographical difference.
This survey questions themselves provide an area for additional study with regard to the
resource allotment or Domain C. This required respondents to estimate the amount of time they
spend on nine various categories of their job on a daily basis. The results indicated that there was
some confusion in the expected total outcome of 100%. The vast range of responses included
totals between 37 and 242. Identifying how principals and assistant principals’ perceptions of
150

time spent is important to understanding how to support their work and monitor the impact f job
embedded requirements. This provides and ample opportunity o delve into how research can be
used to impact this crucial leadership role.
Developing the research study into a mixed methods or even a qualitative study could
provide useful insights into the interaction of years of experience, presence of crises, and the
effects they have on perceptions of instructional leadership practices for school principals and
assistant principals. Case studies and/or interviews might produce some information that school
districts could use to positively impact their culture for development, recruitment, and retention.
Ultimately, this study has proven that many variables are present in the work of school
administrators, and that collectively, such variables play an impact on the leadership at a school.
Even without a conclusive result, this study merits the profession and provides insights in how
systems could adapt to avert the impending shortage of leaders for schools individually, locally,
and nationwide.

Summary
This study’s findings built upon a currently growing body of research in the areas of
instructional leadership, crisis management, and principal retention. This research study revealed
that crises and years of experience have a partial effect on a school principal or assistant
principal’s instructional leadership practices self-perception scores. Further analysis of the
variables showed that there is a negative correlation to the number of crises experienced and the
perceived ability of principals and assistant principals to engage in instructional leadership
practices related to the management of the education production function. In other words,
experience with more crises reduced the perception scores in the promotion of quality
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instruction; protection of instructional time, coordination of curriculum; and the systems of
support for monitoring student progress. Additionally, this study found that working conditions
and compensation are two of the more prominent areas of job dissatisfaction. School districts
have an opportunity to use information such as this to proactively circumvent the impending
principal shortage.
Conclusion
When a comprehensive view is taken to look at the relationships between job satisfaction,
perceived ability to be an instructional leader during a campus crisis, and years of experience it is
important to remember that human capital is the primary variable that must be accounted for and
addressed to sustain a high-quality system of education. This study, in support of on-going
research in the field of educational leadership serves as an integral and necessary contributor to
the entire field. Thus, the self-perceptions of today’s school principals must become a voice in
the on-going adaptations to the existing structures of our educational system (Campbell et. al.,
2019). It is the adaptations made from what we learn today that will be used to build our
tomorrow, therefore, the profession must remember that “In any moment of decision, the best
thing you can do is the right thing, the next best thing is the wrong thing, and the worst thing you
can do is nothing” (TR Center, n.d.)
Districts have an opportunity to use climate and culture data, such as this, in ways that
address their administrative teams’ strengths and opportunities for development. The collection
of this kind of data has the potential to improve the organization’s outcomes for both employees
and students. The result would serve to propel the organization from good to great over time.
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